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policies (155pp)
Director: Tom Roy
This paper describes the programs and policies of prairie dog control 
in the United States. The control programs of federal and state agencies 
are described, and relevant pest control statutes and federal laws that 
pertain to prairie dog control are discussed. Prairie dog control is 
practiced by a vast assortment of federal, state, and local agencies, 
with separate and often conflicting mandates, funding sources, and 
policies for operational control.
Federal land management agencies, particularly the U.S. Forest 
Service, limit prairie dogs to small percentages of the available 
potential habitat, to the detriment of prairie dogs and wildlife species 
that are associates of the prairie dog ecosystem. The National Park 
Service and the Bureau of Land Management poison prairie dogs to a 
lesser extent. The Bureau of Indian Affairs conducted 282,700 hectares 
(ha) of control at the Pine Ridge Reservation during 1980-1986. Federal 
Animal Damage Control conducts direct poisoning projects and provides 
technical assistance poison to cooperators throughout the plains.
Federal involvement in 418,314 ha of prairie dog control, and state 
involvement in 68,458 ha of control is documented during 1978-1996.
State programs differ widely, from active enforcement of regulatory 
disincentives and subsidies, to no program at all. Some states 
cooperatively fund control by Animal Damage Control. Changes in 
statutes, cooperative agreements, and public attitudes, change the 
prairie dog control strategies in states.
Public information on prairie dog control is not widely available, 
preventing accurate biological and economic assessments of these 
programs. This lack of accountability leads to confusion and duplication 
of poisoning programs on the plains. Animal Damage Control should cease 
involvement in prairie dog control, and federal funds for prairie dog 
poisoning should be employed as incentives to foster integration of 
prairie dogs with the landscape.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
Background
The prairie dog (Cynomys spp.), a burrowing rodent of the Great 
Plains and intermountain basins of North America, occurs from lower 
Saskatchewan, Canada, to northern Chihuahua, Mexico (Anderson et al. 
1986). There are five species recognized in North America, including
four in the United States. The black-tailed prairie dog (C .
ludovicianus), is the most abundant member of the genera, occurring in 
the eastern plains states from Canada to Mexico.^ The other three 
species occurring in the United States are the white-tailed prairie dog 
(C. leucurus), in the higher elevations in the western high plains and 
intermountain basins," the Gunnison's prairie dog (C. gunnisoni) in the 
montane southwest,^ and the Utah prairie dog (C . parvidens), a
geographically distinct population occurring in southwestern Utah. Most
discussion herein is of the black-tailed prairie dog, the most densely 
colonial and conspicuous member of Cynomys, and most frequently targeted 
for control.
Prairie dogs have been the focus of widespread poisoning campaigns 
in the United States since European settlement of the Great Plains, 
reducing their overall geographic distribution by as much as 98% (Miller 
et al. 1990). Control programs have also been leveled at the prairie 
dog in Canada (Laing 1987), and to a lesser extent in Mexico, which has
 ̂ Black-tailed prairie dogs presently occur in Colorado, Kansas, 
Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, 
Texas, and Wyoming. They have been extirpated from Arizona (Van Pelt 
1995) and at the margins of their historic range, e.g., southwestern New 
Mexico (Hubbard 1987).
* White-tailed prairie dogs occur in Colorado, Montana, Utah, and 
Wyoming.
 ̂ Gunnison's prairie dogs occur in Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, 
and Utah.
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the largest continuous black-tailed prairie dog complex remaining in 
North America (Ceballos et al. 1993). The combination of poison and 
agricultural development has led to the listing of the Utah prairie dog 
as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and has had severe 
biological consequences for species that are closely associated with 
prairie dogs, including the endangered black-footed ferret (Mustela 
niqripes), an obligate predator on prairie dogs.
Prairie dogs are colonial species, living in readily identifiable 
towns or colonies of different sizes, up to thousands of hectares, 
spread over the landscape in varying proximity to one another. The 
burrowing activity of prairie dogs creates mounds of soil, which in 
addition to their conspicuous diurnal social behavior and other habitat 
interactions, aid in the delineation of colony boundaries.'’ Prairie dog 
colonies that occur in close enough proximity to allow immigration 
between colonies are referred to as prairie dog complexes."
Prairie dogs are a keystone species in the mixed grass prairie and 
short grassland biome, altering soil characteristics and regulating 
plant and animal communities (Koford 1958). Prairie dog burrowing 
activity alters the physical and chemical characteristics of soils, and 
increases habitat patchiness (Whicker and Detling 1993), creating 
conditions that generally result in high biodiversity (Munn 1993). By 
mixing approximately 200-225 kg of soil/burrow system (Whicker and 
Detling 1993), prairie dogs enhance soil nitrogen, phosphorus, and 
organic matter (Sharps and Uresk 1990). Prairie dogs continuously clip
While this is true of black-tailed prairie dogs, this is less 
true of the other Cynomys, particularly the white-tailed prairie dog 
(Menkins et al. 1988).
 ̂ Prairie dog complexes are more commonly defined in terms of 
habitat requirements for the black-footed ferret. Forrest et al. (1985) 
define prairie dog complexes as "a group of prairie dog colonies 
distributed so that individual black-footed ferrets... can migrate among 
them commonly and frequently." This has led to the "7 km rule" by which 
prairie dog colonies within 7 km of each other are considered to be a 
complex (Biggins et al. 1993).
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the vegetation within and adjacent to colonies, which maintains the 
vegetation in a constant state of regrowth during the growing season. 
This young vegetation, higher in nutritional qualities than mature 
growth, attracts large herbivores, such as cattle, bison, elk, and 
pronghorn (Krueger 1986, Sharps and Uresk 1990, Whicker and Detling 
1993). Maintaining vegetation at a short height raises the temperature 
and moisture content of soils, and may increase the growing season of 
warm season plants (Archer and Detling 1986).
Other species are attracted to prairie dog colonies because of the 
structural complexity created by the burrows and mounds and the 
heterogeneous vegetative composition caused by prairie dog grazing. 
Sharps and Uresk (1990) document 134 vertebrate species associated with 
prairie dog towns in South Dakota (Appendix A.). Agnew et al. (1986) 
found a greater density of birds and rodents, and an increased species 
richness of birds on prairie dog towns than on adjacent mixed-grass 
prairie. Subsequently, many predatory birds and mammals are attracted 
to prairie dog colonies as foci of potential prey (Campbell and Clark 
1981, Agnew et al. 1986). Larger prairie dog towns contain greater 
vertebrate diversity than smaller towns (Clark et al. 1982). Species 
richness also increases as regional prairie dog colony density increases 
(Reading 1993).
Formerly, prairie dogs were abundant on the prairies of North 
America, likely occurring in mosaic patterns wherever they were not 
limited by unsuitable topography or soils (e.g., Flath and Clark 1986). 
Merriara (1902) estimated areas occupied by prairie dogs in the late 
1800s totaled about 100,000,000 ha. A single colony 160 km wide and 400 
km long was documented in Texas, while elsewhere colonies 100 km in 
diameter were not uncommon (Anderson et al. 1986). Prairie dogs may 
have been aided in their establishment by heavy grazing by large 
ungulates, primarily by bison, and later by cattle.
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Prairie dog distribution changed radically with European 
settlement of the Great Plains. An early priority for these newcomers 
was eradication of prairie dogs and other ground-dwelling rodents (Clark 
et al. 1986, Dunlap 1988). By the turn of the century, changes in land 
use and poisoning with strychnine had reduced prairie dogs to 
approximately 40,000,000 ha, less than half of their original area 
{Nelson 1919, Anderson et al. 1986). Increased involvement of federal 
and state governments in prairie dog poisoning in the early 1900s 
rapidly eliminated remaining prairie dogs from much of their former 
range. From 1916 to 1920, 13,000,000 ha of prairie dogs were poisoned 
under federally supervised programs (Bell 1921). By 1960, western 
rangelands contained only 2%-5% of the original prairie dog distribution 
(Anderson et al. 1986, Miller et al. 1994, Society for Conservation 
Biology 1994) .
The primary rationale for poisoning prairie dogs has been the 
belief that prairie dogs compete with cattle for forage (e.g., Merriam 
1902), although recent investigations suggest that the increased 
nutritional quality of forage on prairie dog towns may compensate for 
the decreased forage available to cattle (O'Melia et al. 1982). Hansen 
and Gold (1977) found no significant difference between the market 
weights of cattle grazed on and off prairie dog colonies. O'Melia et 
al. (1982) note however that at heavy cattle stocking levels, prairie 
dogs may negatively influence the profit margin of livestock operators.
Since the 1970s, prairie dog control has been achieved primarily 
through the application of steam rolled oats, formulated with zinc 
phosphide. Pre-baiting with untreated oats is necessary to improve bait 
acceptance. Aluminum phosphide tablets and sodium nitrate gas 
cartridges are also employed as burrow fumigants, often as a "clean-up" 
procedure following treatment with zinc phosphide. Shooting is another 
form of lethal control that may be employed (Knowles 1988), although it
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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is practiced more as a sport than as a control method.' Non-lethal 
control practices, including barriers to limit colony expansion 
(Franklin and Garrett 1989), installment of raptor perches and other 
improvements to attract predators (Knowles 1988), and deferred grazing 
(Snell and Hlavachick 1980, Cable and Timm 1988) are also sometimes 
practiced.
The prairie dog ecosystem has long been regarded as one of the 
significant ecological themes occurring within the Great Plains (Seton 
1929, Society for Conservation Biology 1994). Prairie dogs are critical 
to the black-footed ferret (Henderson et al. 1969), mountain plover 
(Charadrius montanus, Knowles et al. 1982), ferruginous hawk (Buteo 
reqalis, Cully 1991), burrowing owl (Athene cunrcularia. Butts and Lewis 
1982) and swift fox (Vulpes velox, Uresk and Sharps 1986), which are 
either listed pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act, or have 
special management status by federal and state agencies in states where 
they occur. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recently denied a 
petition to list the black-tailed prairie dog as a candidate species, 
while recognizing their importance as a keystone species.
Despite the interest and importance of conserving the prairie dog, 
poisoning of prairie dogs continues to the present. Reductions in 
prairie dog numbers have been linked to declines in several vertebrate 
associates of prairie dogs (Anderson et al. 1986, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 1994), but little effort has been made to assess the impacts of 
control on prairie dogs and associated species. Any conservation plan 
for prairie dogs and species dependent on the prairie dog ecosystem, 
must address how prairie dog control is practiced and what effects 
control is currently having on the prairie dog.
 ̂ Sport shooting of prairie dogs is increasing in popularity, with 
measurable economic benefits to communities and outfitters (e.g.. Sharps 
1988), but scant analysis of impacts to prairie dogs and other wildlife. 
A recent issue of "Varmint Masters Magazine" contained 10 advertisements 
for outfitted shooting opportunities in MT, NM, ND, SD, and W Y .
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Methods
I attempted to identify the means and quantify the effects of 
poisoning programs in the United States by investigating the relevant 
pest control statutes and federal laws pertaining to prairie dog 
control, and surveying public land managers, state agencies, and local 
pest control boards in the twelve states where prairie dogs occur." 
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA, 5 U.S.C. §552 et seq.) requests for 
prairie dog control records were sent to the following federal agencies: 
U.S. Forest Service, U.S. National Park Service, U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management, U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Animal Plant Health 
and Inspection Service (Appendix B.). The documentation provided by 
federal and state agencies was often acknowledged to be incomplete, 
and/or duplicitous. Follow-up requests for information were made by 
letter and phone to federal, state, and local agencies involved with 
prairie dog management (Appendix C.).
Prairie dog control on private lands (and public land grazing 
allotments), legal and illegal, is often performed without government 
support or incentive. Although the magnitude of private sector control 
can sometimes be roughly estimated from the technical assistance records 
of state and federal agencies (e.g., rodenticide sales figures), prairie 
dog control on private lands is essentially decoupled from oversight of 
any governmental entity, and therefore from reliable accounting.
Further, state and local entities are not subject to the same laws 
regarding the maintenance and availability of public records, and 
information from these state and local entities must be regarded as 
incomplete. Therefore, most discussion of prairie dog control at the 
state and local levels are limited to the legal mandates that provide
’’ These states are; Arizona, Colorado, Kansas, Montana, Nebraska, 
New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, and 
Wyoming.
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for agency involvement and/or landowner responsibilities in prairie dog 
poisoning.
Organization
The vast assortment of agencies involved in prairie dog control 
and the often complex funding and operational relationships between 
these agencies present certain challenges in the organization of this 
paper. As such, I have mainly presented prairie dog control figures 
under the headings for the responsible agency (e.g., U.S. Forest 
Service), rather than by the state where control occurred (e.g.. South 
Dakota). The policies and management of prairie dogs by federal land 
and wildlife management agencies are summarized in Chapter 2. In some 
western states, federal agencies manage extensive land holdings," 
including areas that are suitable prairie dog habitat. Not 
surprisingly, these federal agencies are often major participants in 
prairie dog control, relative to documented involvement by state and 
local entities. Case studies illustrating the prairie dog control 
programs of selected units of the National Forest System and the 
National Park System are located in Appendices D and E, respectively. 
State prairie dog control is discussed in Chapter 3. The statutes that 
relate to prairie dog control by states, counties, townships, and 
private citizens are discussed for each state. Documentation of actual 
control programs by state and county agencies is provided where the 
information was available. An overall discussion of the biological and 
economic impacts of prairie dog control, and the lack of public 
accountability of these control programs, is presented in Chapter 4.
® For example, 63.78% of the state area in Utah is managed by 
federal agencies (Zinser 1995). Other states with extensive public 
lands include Wyoming (48.77%), Arizona (43.32%), Colorado (34.06%), New 
Mexico (33.11%), and Montana (27.73%). The other states in this study 
contain significantly less federal lands, ranging from 5.61% (South 
Dakota) to 1.31% (Kansas).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 2. FEDERAL PRAIRIE DOG CONTROL
Federal agencies, including the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service (USFS), and the U.S. Department of the Interior National 
Park Service (NPS), and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) may become 
involved in prairie dog poisoning through their role as federal land 
managers. Other federal agencies, including the U.S. Department of the 
Interior Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the Animal Damage Control 
division of the U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal, Plant and Health 
Inspection Service (APHIS ADC), fund or carry out poisoning as part of 
their agency mandates.
USDA Forest Service
Background
The U.S. Forest Service (U.S. Forest Service) manages over 77 
million hectares (191 million ac) of land (U.S. GAO 1991} including 
extensive areas of potential prairie dog habitat (see table 1). Prairie 
dog control programs have reduced prairie dogs to only a small 
percentage of their potential habitat on these federal lands." Prairie 
dog poisoning on National Forest System (NFS) lands is endorsed and 
funded by the U.S. Forest Service to "protect resources and permitted 
livestock" from damages (U.S. Forest Service 1991) despite literature 
that questions the validity of these damages (e.g., O'Meilia et al.
1982) and holds that competition between prairie dogs and livestock is a 
"perceived conflict" (U.S. Forest Service 1981).
 ̂ Indeed, current management objectives are to maintain prairie 
dogs at 3% of their potential habitat on the grasslands of the Nebraska 
National Forest, and 1% of their potential habitat on the Thunder Basin 
National Grassland (U.S. Forest Service 1989, 1991).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 1.--Summary of prairie dog distribution and control on lands 
administered by the U.S. Forest Service.
National Grassland FederalAcres
Acres of Prairie 
Dogs
Acres Poisoned
Nebraska NF
Buffalo Gap National 
Grassland, SD 595,538 9,660 (1990) 135,742 (1978-1992)
Fort Pierre National 
Grassland, SD 115,997 unk. 0
Oglala National 
Grassland, NE 94,480 658 (1992) 2,030 (1981-19921
Custer NF
Ashland Ranger 
District, MT 436,208 515 (1994) 75 (1981-1993)
Beartooth Ranger 
District, MT 586,242 50 (1994) 0
Grand River and Cedar 
River National 
Grasslands, ND and SD 162,087 2,970 (1994) 3,455 (1981-1993)
Little Missouri 
National Grassland, ND 1,032,979 3,162 (1994) 1,240 (1981-1993)
Pike and San Isabel NF
Comanche National 
Grassland, CO 435,319 5,740 (1994) 7,750 (1980-1990)
Cimarron National 
Grassland, KS 108,177 1,081 (1994) 315 (1984-85)
Medicine Bow NF
Thunder Basin National 
Grassland, WY 571,971 15,262 (1996) 32,000 (1981-1996)
Kiowa and Rita Blanca :NG
Kiowa National 
Grassland, NM 136,505 not surveyed (1995) 0
Rita Blanca National 
Grassland, OK and TX 92,989 260 (1995) 0
Axapaho and Roosevelt NF
Pawnee National 
Grassland, CO 193,060 329 (1994) 0
TOTAL 3,989,581 39,687 182,607
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Forest records indicate prairie dog control on 73,900 ha (132,607 
ac) during 1978 to 1996 (see table 1), approximately four times greater 
than the present known distribution of prairie dogs on NFS lands.
Prairie dogs were poisoned on 55,756 ha (137,772 ac) of the grasslands 
of the Nebraska National Forest, NE and SD; 12,950 ha (32,000 ac) on the 
Thunder Basin National Grassland, WY; 3,264 ha (8,065 ac) on the 
Comanche and Cimarron National Grasslands, CO and KS; and 1,930 ha 
(4,770 ac) on the grasslands of the Custer National Forest, MT, ND and 
SD.
Policy and Management
The U.S. Forest Service manages National Forests and National
Grasslands under the Multiple-Use-Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (MUSY, 16
U.S.C. §528 et seq.) and the National Forest Management Act (NFMA, 16
U.S.C. §1600 et seq.) for the primary uses of timber production,
recreation, grazing, watershed preservation, and fish and wildlife
habitat. U.S. Forest Service resource policy is set forth in the Forest
Service Manual. The U.S. Forest Service conducts predator control and
animal damage management to:
protect National Forest System resources, to protect 
activities taking place on National Forest System 
lands, and to reduce threats to human health and 
safety (U.S. Forest Service 1995).
The U.S. Forest Service recognizes the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service (APHIS) and state agencies as "having the authority 
and expertise to conduct predator control on NFS lands, to determine 
livestock losses, and to determine methodology for animal damage 
management" (U.S. Forest Service 1995), and works cooperatively with 
APHIS to achieve animal damage management objectives. The U.S. Forest 
Service and APHIS operate under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), 
signed June 18, 1993, to coordinate animal damage management 
responsibilities on NFS lands. In the MOU, APHIS is designated as the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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lead agency responsible for environmental planning (under NEPA) for 
animal damage control activities initiated by APHIS.
While the agreement assigns large predator control to APHIS, the
U.S. Forest Service retains responsibility for controlling animal damage
caused by small mammals, including prairie dogs. The U.S. Forest
Service must perform animal damage management with "necessary
environmental analysis and disclosure" in accordance with the Forest
Plan for the forest or grassland (U.S. Forest Service 1995). Further,
the U.S. Forest Service is to consult and coordinate control activities
with other federal and state agencies, including the BLM (U.S. Forest
Service 1995). Forest Service policy is to:
Use an integrated approach to the prevention of animal 
damage and management of animal damage control 
programs. Consider a full range of methods, including 
physical barriers, repellents, habitat manipulation, 
biological controls, silvicultural methods (for 
example, fertilizing to improve soil fertility) , 
pesticides, and hunting and trapping. Use licensed 
hunting, fishing, and trapping as a control technique 
where practicable (U.S. Forest Service 1995).
U.S. Forest Service's prairie dog control policy must comply with 
the federal regulations implementing the NFMA (36 C.F.R. § 219.19).
Under the NFMA regulations, "habitat shall be managed to maintain viable 
populations of existing native and desired non-native vertebrate species 
in the planning area." A "viable" population "shall be regarded as one 
that has the estimated numbers and distribution of reproductive 
individuals to insure its continued existence" (36 C.F.R. § 219.19). 
Further, "[h]abitat determined to be critical for threatened and 
endangered species shall be identified, and measures shall be prescribed 
to prevent the destruction or adverse modification of such habitat" (36
C.F.R. §219.19(a) (7)) .
Case Studies
The prairie dog control and management programs of the Nebraska 
National Forest (Buffalo Gap and Fort Pierre National Grasslands), 
Medicine Bow National Forest (Thunder Basin National Grassland), Pike
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and San Isabel National Forest (Comanche and Cimarron National 
Grasslands), Custer National Forest (Little Missouri and the Grand River 
National Grasslands), and the Arapaho and Roosevelt National Forests 
(Pawnee National Grassland) are presented in Appendix D.
All are engaged in prairie dog control except for the Pawnee 
National Grassland, where prairie dog numbers are low, and control would 
be achieved primarily through sport shooting if the need arises. Each 
grassland has a statement for management that restricts prairie dogs to 
a maximum allowable area, typically l%-3% of the available potential 
habitat, despite management objectives to assure the viability of 
prairie dogs and dependent species. The larger poisoning programs 
(i.e., Nebraska National Forest and Medicine Bow National Forest) have 
generally declined since the mid-1980s, although records from most 
grasslands are incomplete and often contradictory. The magnitude of 
historical control on the grasslands is often unknown or 
underacknowledged, and present control efforts may be holding prairie 
dog numbers to reduced levels. Illegal control by livestock permittees 
is acknowledged by the Medicine Bow National Forest, and may be a factor 
throughout the grasslands, where private lands are often densely 
interspersed with federal ownership. Land exchange programs may resolve 
conflicts with adjacent landowners and consolidate prairie dog habitat, 
although the extent to which this is practiced is unknown.
National Park Service
Background
The National Park Service (NPS) of the U.S. Department of the 
Interior administers the parks, monuments, historic areas, and 
recreation areas that comprise the National Park System. The NPS 
Organic Act of 1916 (16 U.S.C. §1 et seq.) directs the NPS to "conserve 
the scenery and the natural and historic objects, and the wildlife 
therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and
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by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations." While park management has historically focused on 
preserving scenic wonders for tourists, there is a growing concern over 
the management of wildlife resources within the system {see Wright 1992, 
Wagner et al. 1995).
Although there is a strong public perception that all native 
animals within a park boundary are protected from shooting and hunting, 
and that "natural" conditions solely govern park wildlife populations, 
parks are not precluded from active wildlife management, including 
prairie dog control. Conflicts with neighboring landowners, concern 
over public health and safety, and conflicting management objectives 
have led to the control of prairie dogs at Badlands National Park, SD 
(2,195 ha; 5,423 ac); Wind Cave National Park, SD (778 ha; 1,922 ac); 
Curecanti National Recreation Area, CO (13,570 burrows); Fort Larned 
National Historic Site, KS (99 ha; 244 ac); Devils Tower National 
Monument, WY (trace amounts); Scotts Bluff National Monument, NE (trace 
amounts), and Theodore Roosevelt National Park, ND (trace amounts) (see 
table 2). Prairie dog control efforts are funded out of the operations 
budget of the NPS, and are not recorded as a separate line item (Cables 
1993) .
Units of the NPS have also undertaken réintroduction projects 
for the Utah prairie dog at Bryce Canyon NP, UT (Elmore and Workman 
1976) and Capitol Reef NP, UT (Player and Urness 1982), and the black­
tailed prairie dog at Guadalupe Mountains NP, TX (Armstrong pers. 
comm.).
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Table 2. 
1992.
--Prairie dog control (ac) in the National Park System, 1982-
Year BADL WICA CURE FOLA DETO SCBL THRO
1982 500 unk. trace 42 0 0 unk.
1983 1, 000 unk. trace 0 trace 0 unk.
1984 1, 400 unk. trace 42 0 trace unk.
1985 817 233 trace 40 trace trace unk.
1986 665 890 trace 80 0 trace unk.
1987 137 82 trace 40 0 trace unk.
1988 0 100 trace 0 trace trace unk.
1989 482 0 trace 0 0 0 trace
1990 90 0 trace 0 0 0 unk.
1991 320 605 unk. 0 0 0 unk.
1992 14 2 trace 0 0 0 unk.
TOTAL 5, 425 1, 912 unk. 244 unk. unk. unk.
Note: Includes prairie dog control with zinc phosphide, sodium nitrate
gas cartridges, DES chemosteriant, trapping, and shooting.
Policy and Management
Policies for park management in the NPS are set forth in the 1988 
Management Policies, "the basic service wide policy document of the 
National Park Service" (U.S. NPS 1988) . Policies are further defined 
and clarified in the 1991 Natural Resources Management Guideline NPS-77 
(Wagner et al. 1995). NPS resource management policy generally seeks 
"to perpetuate the native animal life... as part of the natural 
ecosystems of parks" (U.S. NPS 1988). However, animals or plants that 
"interfere with the purposes of the park" are defined as pests, which 
may be controlled:
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to prevent outbreaks of the pest from spreading to 
forests, trees, other plant communities, or animal 
populations outside the park... to preserve, maintain, 
or restore the historical integrity of cultural 
resources... to manage a human health hazard as 
defined by the Centers for Disease Control or to 
protect against a significant threat to public safety 
(U.S. NPS 1988).
Prairie dogs and other pest species are managed by the NPS under 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) guidelines that are "designed to ensure 
that the most environmentally sound approach to pest management is the 
one selected for treatment" (U.S. NPS 1991). An IPM decision tree 
prepared for the NPS in 1985 directs managers to monitor prairie dog 
populations and environmental conditions to determine if control is 
necessary. If prairie dog colonies are causing range deterioration, or 
are expanding into non-park areas (or park areas where they are not 
wanted), then managers are to consider several management options, 
including; deferred grazing; encouragement of tall vegetation; 
construction of predator access routes, visual barriers, and raptor 
perches; attracting predators with carcasses; shooting; and the use of 
registered rodenticides, following surveys for black-footed ferrets 
(Dynamac Corporation 1985).
Policy for the use of pesticides in the NPS is set forth in the 
Integrated Pest Management guidelines of NPS-77. The use of 
rodenticides for prairie dog control requires approval by the regional 
and Washington offices, based upon a review "of all other available 
options (e.g., mechanical, physical, biological, cultural, and 
regulatory) and a determination that these options are either not 
acceptable or not feasible" (U.S. NPS 1988). Under certain conditions, 
rodenticide use must also be approved by the Department of Interior's 
Office of Environmental Affairs. Parks are directed to record pesticide 
use on a Pesticide Use Log Form, and submit an annual report at the end 
of the calendar year to a regional IPM coordinator. The regional IPM 
coordinators check these records for accuracy and submit them to the 
servicewide IPM coordinator.
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Prairie dog control has occurred on park lands before and after
acquisition by the NPS. In 1979, the director of the NPS declared a
moratorium on prairie dog reduction, and commissioned the NPS Advisory
Board and Council to review prairie dog problems at Badlands NP,
Curecanti NRA, Devil's Tower NM, Fort Larned NHS, and Wind Cave NP
(Wauer and Briceland 1980). The board recommended immediate control of
prairie dogs at Fort Larned NHS to protect cultural features, however,
they also recommended a ban on rodenticide use in NPS natural areas, and
further argued against the undue influence of adjacent landowners on
prairie dog management:
It is the policy of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the 
Department of Agriculture, and BLM to control or 
eliminate the prairie dog from the lands which they 
manage. Therefore it becomes more important for the 
National Parks to be a place where the prairie dog can
exist in his natural habitat unmolested by man... The
fact that a wild prairie dog wanders onto private land 
is not the responsibility of the Park Service as the 
owner of such private land has at his disposal various
means to control unprotected wildlife (U.S. NPS
1980a).
Continued questions regarding the naturalness of prairie dog
populations and distributions in park areas, prairie dog ecology, public
health, rodenticide use, impacts to non-NPS resources, and the proper
level for making management decisions (park-level or servicewide), and
the appointment of a new park director led to a further review by the
NPS Office of Science and Technology in 1980 (U.S. NPS 1980b). The
review team rejected an option to convene a prairie dog review panel to
attempt to answer these questions, and recommended that the director:
remand the problem to each concerned Regional Director 
with the understanding that the involved parks will 
use events of the past years to recommend to the 
appropriate Regional Directors proper courses of 
action that may include additional research, public 
involvement, and/or implementation of existing 
management proposals consistent with current NPS 
policy (U.S. NPS 1980b).
In selecting this alternative, the review team acknowledged that 
it: 1) fails to clarify conflicting policies; 2) may fragment research 
efforts; 3) may not satisfy critics of NPS prairie dog management; and
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4) ignores the issue of Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact 
Statement preparation (U.S. NPS 1980b).
More recently, the Rocky Mountain Region of the NPS requested 
information from parks to prepare a synopsis of prairie dog management 
in the region (Ponce 1992). The region contains 16 parks with prairie 
dog resources, with control efforts occurring at Badlands NP, Wind Cave 
NP, Curecanti NRA, Theodore Roosevelt NP, and Devils Tower NM. The 
Southwest and Midwest Regions (including Fort Larned NHS and Scotts 
Bluff NM) have not conducted a similar survey.
Case Studies
Case studies for Badlands National Park, Wind Cave National Park, 
Curecanti National Recreation Area, Fort Larned National Historic Site, 
Scotts Bluff National Monument, Theodore Roosevelt National Park and 
Devils Tower National Monument are presented in Appendix E. Control 
programs are generally small in scale, and occur near park boundaries, 
campgrounds, and historic sites. The larger programs that use 
rodenticides are at Badlands NP, Wind Cave NP, and Curecanti NRA. Each 
of these three programs are conducted for different stated reasons; a 
legal settlement to pursue a "good neighbor" policy at Badlands NP, an 
objective to manage at "natural" levels at Wind Cave NP, and the 
protection of disease transmission to park visitors at Curecanti NRA. 
Programs at the other park units are conducted in high visitor use areas 
at Theodore Roosevelt NP and Devils Tower NM, and to prevent the 
disturbance of historic trail ruts at Fort Larned NHS and Scotts Bluff 
NM.
Bureau of Land Management
Background
The BLM manages over 65 million hectares of rangeland in the 
western United States under authority of the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA, 43 U.S.C. § 1701 et seq.). BLM lands are
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managed under multiple-use and sustained yield principles for timber 
harvest, recreation, grazing, minerals development, fish and wildlife 
habitat, and other purposes. There are approximately 22,000 grazing 
allotments on BLM lands (U.S. GAO 1990).
Policy and Management
The BLM does not have a national prairie dog management policy,
although a letter the agency sends in response to prairie dog
information requests states that the BLM "does not support or advocate
routine prairie dog control on the lands under our management"
(McCluskey 1995). Prairie dog control with toxicants requires approval 
from the Washington Office. The BLM recognizes the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service (APHIS) as having the authority and expertise 
to provide wildlife damage management services (U.S. BLM 1995), and 
operates under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with APHIS, signed 
March 21, 1995, to establish guidelines for wildlife damage management 
responsibilities on BLM lands. In the MOU, the BLM is designated as the 
agency responsible for completing NEPA compliance for nonpredator 
wildlife damage, presumably including prairie dogs.
BLM prairie dog management policy articulated at the state office 
level for Montana and the Dakotas is to maintain at least one area in 
each state that is capable of supporting a viable population of black­
footed ferrets (U.S. BLM 1983). In addition, certain prairie dog 
colonies are maintained as habitat for designated associated wildlife 
species, and kept for public uses such as research, photography, and 
recreational shooting. Prairie dogs not serving these purposes may be 
controlled:
[w]here it has been documented through field 
investigation that prairie dogs cause unacceptable 
damage to public resources, such as soil loss or 
destruction of vegetation, a variety of land 
treatments including prairie dog control will be 
considered for rehabilitating rangelands. Other 
treatments may include such practices as watershed 
improvements and manipulation of livestock grazing 
(U.S. BLM 1983).
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Presently, a 93 ha (230 ac) control project has been proposed for 
the Powder River Resource Area in the Miles City District of Montana.
The BLM may attempt to resolve the issue through land exchange and 
consolidation with the complainant (Davitt 1997). The Judith, Valley 
and Phillips Resource Areas in Montana propose to maintain prairie dog 
acreage at 1988 levels (5,703 ha; 14,091 ac) (U.S. BLM 1992). Excess 
prairie dog acreage may be controlled at an estimated annual cost of 
$3,700 to $18,500 (U.S. BLM 1992). However, since 1983, documented 
prairie dog control efforts by the Montana State Office of the BLM total 
149 ha (368 ac) poisoned in Phillips County, MT (Connell 1993) and 26 ha 
(65 ac) in Butte County, SO (U.S. BLM 1992b).
In contrast, the Wyoming BLM has no state-level policy. Poisoning 
is left to the discretion of area managers (see U.S. BLM 1986). In FY 
1988 the Newcastle Resource Area permitted control on 283 ha (700 ac) of 
BLM rangeland. The poisoning was conducted by local ranchers under 
technical supervision of APHIS ADC as part of a larger control effort 
that covered 785 ha (1,940 ac) of state, federal, and private land 
(APHIS ADC 1988a). Virtually no poisoning occurs in the western half of 
the state, where BLM lands are occupied by the white-tailed prairie dog 
(see U.S. BLM 1986).
Prairie dog management on BLM lands in New Mexico is articulated 
at the district level. District offices of the New Mexico APHIS ADC 
program prepare annual operating plans with the BLM for predator and 
rodent control (Silva pers. comm.). The Roswell District, incorporating 
the southeastern plains of New Mexico, aclcnowledges that prairie dogs in 
the district have been significantly reduced by past poisoning 
campaigns, and does not anticipate future control efforts (APHIS ADC 
1995d). The Farmington and Albuquerque Districts have been without 
plans for several years, and no prairie dog control has occurred that 
the BLM is aware of (Silva pers. comm.).
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The Little Snake Resource Area of the Craig District in Colorado 
has proposed to reintroduce black-footed ferrets to the Little Snake
Management Area (U.S. BLM 1994, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al.
1995). Although local control of prairie dogs has occurred since 1918, 
BLM lands in the county have not been poisoned since 1975, and there are 
presently 31,720 ha (74,000 ac) of white-tailed prairie dogs in the 
management area (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al. 1995). Prairie 
dog control will continue to be restricted on BLM lands in the 
management area "to insure protection of individual black-footed 
ferrets, and retain the optimum prey base to support the project ferret 
population" (U.S. BLM 1994). Further, prairie dog populations will be 
managed to:
maintain at least 90 percent of the 78,000 acres of 
prairie dogs mapped in 1989. Therefore, to the extent 
possible, prairie dog populations in the Management 
Area would be buffered against serious man-made 
declines. The intent is to manage prairie dogs as a
dynamic unit, which would allow tradeoffs to be made, 
such as allowing nuisance prairie dog control in some 
areas and possibly compensating with prairie dog 
expansion in other areas.
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Background
The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) has a trust responsibility to
oversee management of Indian lands under authority of the Indian
Reorganization Act of 1934 (48 U.S.C. § 984 et seq.). Under its trust
responsibilities, the BIA is authorized to:
make rules and regulations... to restrict the number 
of livestock grazed on Indian range units to the 
estimated carrying capacity of such ranges, and to 
promulgate such other rules and regulations as may be
necessary to protect the range from deterioration, to 
prevent soil erosion, to assure full utilization of 
the range and like purposes.
Policy and Management
During 1980-1984, in response to a lawsuit brought by the American 
Farm Bureau, the BIA conducted one of the largest and most expensive
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prairie dog poisoning efforts in history at the Pine Ridge Indian 
Reservation in South Dakota. Congress appropriated approximately $6.2 
million for the poisoning of 185,600 ha (464,000 ac) of prairie dogs 
(Miller et al. 1990), at a cost of about $3.00/prairie dog killed 
(Sharps 1988). From 1985 to 1986 an additional 97,100 ha (240,000 ac) 
were retreated (Hanson 1988).
In 1991 Congress appropriated $256,000 for prairie dog poisoning
on 15,000 ha (37,000 ac) of the Cheyenne River and Rosebud Indian
Reservations in South Dakota (U.S. BIA 1991). However, this effort was
halted by a finding of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that the
program would jeopardize the black-footed ferret, and by potential legal
proceedings from the Defenders of Wildlife (U.S. BIA 1992b). In
response, the two reservations have adopted separate plans. The Rosebud
Sioux plan will budget $5.94 million for prairie dog control over a
three to five year period (U.S. BIA 1992b). The Cheyenne River Sioux
plan, however, represents a significant break from past practices:
"Prairie Management Plan" is a proposed project based 
on Lakota cultural traditions and improved range 
management techniques which will result in restoration 
of the prairie ecosystem and the coexistence of 
prairie dogs and other wildlife species with 
livestock. Although the catalyst has been the matter 
of black-tailed prairie dogs... and black-footed 
ferrets, the project is directed at correcting a much 
broader problem —  outmoded range management practices 
geared towards the single purpose of cattle production 
(U.S. BIA 1992).
As of this writing, the $10.4 million Prairie Management Plan has not 
been funded (U.S. BIA 1992b).
Approximately 3,150 ha (7,783 ac) of prairie dogs were poisoned on 
the Fort Belknap Reservation in Montana from 1978 to 1986 and about 
1,415 ha (3,496 ac) on the Northern Cheyenne Reservation in Montana in 
1984 (FaunaWest 1993). During 1992-1994 Congress appropriated 
approximately $100,000/year for the development of prairie dog ecosystem 
management plans and range improvements on each reservation (Knowles 
pers. comm.).
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Funding for prairie dog control on Indian land is generally 
through direct congressional appropriation through the Department of 
Interior. In the 1990 appropriations bill, Congress directed the BIA to 
work cooperatively with the tribes and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service to "avoid poisoning wherever possible" and develop prairie dog 
management plans that will not interfere with recovery efforts for the 
black-footed ferret (U.S. BIA 1992).
Animal Damage Control
Background
The mission of Animal Damage Control (ADC), a division of the USDA
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), is to provide
leadership in "the science and practice of wildlife damage control to
protect America's agricultural, industrial, and natural resources and to
safeguard public health and safety" (APHIS ADC 1994a). ADC derives its
legislative mandate from the 1931 Animal Damage Control Act (7 U.S.C.
§426 et seq.):
The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and 
directed to conduct such investigations, experiments, 
and tests as he may deem necessary in order to 
determine, demonstrate, and promulgate the best 
methods of eradication, suppression, or bringing under 
control on national forests and other areas of the 
public domain as well as on State, Territory, or 
privately owned lands of... prairie dogs... and other 
animals injurious to agriculture, horticulture, 
forestry, animal husbandry, wild game animals, fur- 
bearing animals, and birds, and for the protection of 
stock and other domestic animals through the 
suppression of rabies and tularemia in predatory or 
other wild animals; and to conduct campaigns for the 
destruction or control of such animals: Provided, That 
in carrying out the provisions of this section the 
Secretary of Agriculture may cooperate with States, 
individuals, and public and private agencies, 
organizations, and institutions.
Agency History
Federal animal damage control has existed in several forms and 
various agencies beginning in 1886 with the establishment of the
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Division of Economie Ornithology and Mammalogy within the Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) (see Miller et al. 1990, Anonymous 1992, AHPIS ADC 
1994a). During 1939 to 1986, federal animal damage control was housed 
in the Department of Interior (USDI) under various divisions, branches 
and offices. In 1986 the Office of Animal Damage Control was 
transferred to USDA APHIS from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service by 
amendment to the federal budget resolution.
Scientists, federal review panels and citizen activists have been 
critical of the federal animal damage control program since its 
inception. In 1930, prior to the passage of the Animal Damage Control 
Act, the American Society of Mammalogists voiced their opposition to the 
program, nearly canceling a $1 million appropriation (APHIS ADC 1994a). 
Committees appointed by the Secretary of Interior were generally 
critical of the federal ADC program as being nonselective, particularly 
concerning the use of toxicants (see Leopold et al. 1964, Cain et al. 
1972). Presently, Predator Project (Bozeman, MT) and Wildlife Damage 
Review (Tuscon, AZ) are active in monitoring and publicizing the 
program's involvement in predator and prairie dog control.
National Environmental Policy Act Compliance
In response to a report by the Animal Damage Control Policy Study 
Committee that questioned the justification of the program (APHIS ADC 
1994a), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued an ADC Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) in 1979. Following the transfer of ADC from the 
USDI to the USDA in 1986, a new round of internal reviews and public 
comment was initiated. In June 1990, APHIS ADC released a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the ADC program. In response 
to public comments, and due in part to the significant time lapse, a 
Supplement to the DEIS was issued for further comment in January 1993 
(APHIS ADC 1993). The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was 
released in April 1994 (APHIS ADC 1994a). Following the publication of 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) implementing procedures by
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APHIS in February 1995 (APHIS ADC 1995a), the Record of Decision (ROD) 
for the FEIS was published in March of that year.
The ROD does not specify any particular alternative from the FEIS,
including the preferred alternative of maintaining the current program,
but directs regional and state programs to develop documents specific to
their program needs (APHIS ADC 1995b):
Since this final EIS is programmatic in nature and 
national in scope, a single alternative as the sole, 
all-encompassing focus of the ADC program may not 
adequately cover all wildlife damage problems and 
situations. Therefore, my decision is to send forward 
to regional and local decision makers the viable 
alternatives discussed in the final EIS for 
consideration as management approaches, when 
appropriate, practical, and reasonable, in preparation 
of local and site-specific documents and actions.
This approach provides a complete range of wildlife 
damage control strategies available as part of an 
overall integrated management approach. Application 
of appropriate methods will be determined following 
the processes defined in the ADC decision model and 
completion of local analyses subject to the NEPA 
process.
The recently promulgated NEPA procedures for APHIS require the 
development of an environmental assessment (EA) for program plans at the 
state or local level (APHIS ADC 1995b). Annual work plans for prairie 
dog control would presumably fall into this category. APHIS NEPA 
procedures categorically exclude research and development activities 
including "the development and/or production (including formulation, 
repackaging, movement, and distribution) of previously approved and/or 
licensed program materials, devices, reagents, and biologies" (APHIS ADC 
1995a). Thus, the manufacture and sale of zinc phosphide and other 
licensed rodenticides by the program through the Pocatello Supply Depot 
are beyond the scope of NEPA review.
Policy and Management
Although ADC does not have a specific management policy regarding 
prairie dogs (Clay 1993), an examination of wildlife damage control in 
general, coupled with an analysis of management options regularly
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exercised by ADC for prairie dog control, illustrate the practical 
upshot of this lack of formal policy.
ADC personnel are instructed in the Animal Damage Control Manual 
to apply a decision model to all requests for wildlife damage control 
(see fig. 1.). ADC policy states that "methods should be evaluated in 
the context of their legal and administrative availability and the 
impacts they have on the biological, sociocultural, economic and 
physical environments" (APHIS ADC 1994a). Despite the requirement that 
methods be carefully evaluated, very few management options are actually 
exercised or recommended by ADC. ADC lists the use of strychnine^\ 
zinc phosphide, aluminum phosphide, gas cartridges, quick-kill traps, 
and shooting on sight as methods to control damage by prairie dogs 
(APHIS ADC 1994a). ADC does not consider range management procedures 
such as adjusting grazing pressure and selective planting to exclude 
prairie dogs, or habitat management techniques such as installing raptor 
perches. The control techniques endorsed by ADC likely have more 
significant impacts on the biological and economic environment than 
range management procedures, and the use of strychnine for prairie dog 
control is presently illegal, and does not pass the stated legal and 
administrative evaluation.
ADC in cooperation with other federal and state agencies, responds 
to damage associated with prairie dogs through a combination of direct 
control and technical assistance. Technical assistance includes 
personal, telephone, and written consultations; demonstrations of 
control techniques; public service announcements; technical assistance 
surveys; and the sale or distribution of poison bait. Direct control 
techniques employed by ADC during 1990-1994 include the use of zinc 
phosphide oats, gas cartridges, aluminum phosphide tablets, and
The registration for the use of strychnine for prairie dog 
control was cancelled by the US EPA in 1989 following the failure of 
registrants to reply to a data call-in (DCI) (Jacobs 1992).
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Provide Assistance
Formulate Wildlife Damage 
Control Strategy
Evaluate Wildlife Damage 
Control Methods
Receive Request for 
Assistance
Assess Problem
End of Project
Monitor and Evaluate Results 
of Control Actions
Fig. 1. Summary of APHIS ADC decision model for wildlife damage control 
(APHIS ADC 1994a).
shooting. In addition to control activities coordinated through ADC 
state offices, ADC conducts research on prairie dog control methods at 
the Denver Wildlife Research Center in Colorado, and manufactures 
rodenticides at the Pocatello Supply Depot in Idaho (APHIS ADC 1994a).
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ADC does not track the amount of money or time that is spent on 
either direct prairie dog control or on providing technical assistance 
for prairie dog control (Clay 1993). Instead, ADC tracks funds 
according to the resource that is protected (e.g., livestock, human 
health and safety, property). Funding for the ADC program in general 
derives from appropriations, cooperative agreements, and other federal 
agencies (APHIS ADC 1994a). Control projects are largely funded through 
cooperative agreements with state and federal agencies, county 
governments, universities, industry associations. Native American 
tribes, and individuals (U.S. GAO 1990, Deeble and Stadler 1993). 
Management objectives and funding responsibilities for cooperative 
programs are described in annual work plans developed by the ADC state 
offices (APHIS ADC 1994a).
Although ADC does not track expenditures for prairie dog control, 
the agency does compile records of the resource losses attributable to 
prairie dogs as reported by cooperators and individuals. Resource losses 
are tallied from estimates made by property owners. ADC rarely conducts 
damage inspections to confirm resource damage values (Penry 1993). 
Resource losses caused by prairie dogs were estimated to be $1,716,907 
in 1990, and $1,937,286 in 1991 (APHIS ADC 1990, 1 9 9 1).
Direct Control
The annual reports prepared by ADC state offices list the numbers 
of wildlife species that are killed in direct control projects by the 
methods that are used. During 1988-1992, 2,402 prairie dogs were 
confirmed as being killed by ADC direct projects (see table 3) (APHIS 
ADC 1994a). However, these numbers are misleading since they only 
include prairie dogs that are shot, or that die above-ground from
Some of the reported resource damages are questionable. For 
example, Texas alone claimed resource losses of $1,772,495 during 1990 
to 1991, and claims in New Mexico alleged a $827,172 loss for prairie 
dog damage to pinto beans, and $1,600 for 16 damaged pets (APHIS ADC 
1990, 1991).
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poisoning projects (APHIS ADC 1994a). Shooting is a seldom-used method 
of control for prairie dogs (APHIS ADC 1994a), and the majority of 
prairie dogs that are poisoned with zinc phosphide die in their burrows 
(Henderson and Boggess 1979) and are not counted.
Table 3 .— Prairie dogs confirmed killed by the ADC program. 1988-1992.
Year States Prairie Dogs 
Shooting
Prairie Dogs 
Chemical
Prairie Dogs 
Total
1988 NM, OK, TX 113 425 538
1989 unavailable unavailable unavailable 502
1990 A2, NE, NM, TX 92 456 548
1991 AZ, NE, NM 64 342 406
1992 unavailable unavailable unavailable 408
TOTAL ------- ------- ---- — 2,402
Source: U.S. APHIS, Animal Damage Control. 1994a. Animal Damage
Control Program Final Environmental Impact Statement. Washington D.C.
In preparing documentation for NEPA compliance, ADC recognized the 
inadequacy of the above data, and devised a method to estimate the 
number of prairie dogs killed by ADC chemical control (APHIS ADC 1994a). 
Using this technique, ADC determined that they killed 124,179 prairie 
dogs by chemical means in FY 1988 (see table 4) (APHIS ADC 1994a).
However, the data presented by ADC for prairie dog control in 1988 
does not represent a typical "snapshot" year. In 1990 and 1991 ADC 
poisoned over four times more acreage than in 1988. Using the method 
described by ADC, it is estimated that ADC killed 646,229 prairie dogs 
in 1990 (see table 5) and 570,233 prairie dogs in 1991 (see table 6).
The extent of the prairie dog control program by ADC is best 
measured in hectares, as other agencies generally report it. During 
1990-1994, ADC poisoned 41,141 ha (101,660 ac) of prairie dogs using
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35,109 kg (77,401 lb.) of zinc phosphide, 2,345,985 aluminum phosphide 
tablets, and 14,864 sodium nitrate gas cartridges (see table 7) (APHIS 
ADC 1994b). Control mainly occurred on private land in Nebraska 26,842 
ha (66,327 ac) , South Dakota 6, 982 ha (17,253 ac), and New Mexico 3,782 
ha (9,344 ac), with lesser control in Arizona, North Dakota, Texas, 
Oklahoma, and Utah (see table 8) (APHIS ADC 1994b). Acreage figures 
were not reported for the use of 362 kg (798 lb.) of zinc phosphide, 
30,332 aluminum phosphide tablets, and 1,564 sodium nitrate gas 
cartridges during this time period, mostly in New Mexico, Arizona, and 
Utah (APHIS ADC 1994b).
In Nebraska, where ADC conducts more prairie dog control than in 
any other state, black-footed ferret searches are presently required for 
towns or complexes greater than 80 acres, and no town may be poisoned if 
it is part of a complex greater than 1,000 acres (Brown 1992). Prior to
Table 4. 
1994a).
— Estimated kill of prairie dogs by ADC, FY 1988 (APHIS ADC
State Total
Acres
Density Chemical 
Efficacy Rate
ADC Estimated 
Kill
NE 4,690 27 75% 94,972
NM 1,638 16 73% 19,132
OK 32 27 85% 734
TX 407 27 85% 9, 341
TOTAL 6,767 124,179
Notes: Estimated kill was determined by multiplying acres treated by
density by chemical efficacy. Prairie dog density was estimated to be 
27/ac for black-tailed prairie dogs, and 4.9/ac for Gunnison's prairie 
dogs (APHIS ADC 1994a). In New Mexico, where both species are present, 
the density was assumed to be 16/ac. Chemical efficacy was estimated at 
80% for zinc phosphide and strychnine oats, 90% for aluminum phosphide 
tablets, and 50% for gas cartridges (APHIS ADC 1994a). When more than 
one chemical method was used, it was assumed that they were used in 
equal amounts on equal areas, and the efficacy rates were averaged 
together to give one overall chemical efficacy rate.
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1992 , black-footed ferret surveys were only required for towns greater
than 200 acres (Brown 1990).
Table 5.--Chemicals used 
FY 1990 (APHIS ADC 1990)
and supervised for prairie dog contro 1 by ADC,
State Rodenticide Amount Private
Acres
Public
Acres
Total
Acres
Estimated
Kill
AZ Zinc phosphide 
(lb.) 150 2,000 0 2,000 7,840
NE Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 16,922 17,790 580 18,370 396,792
Aluminum
phosphide (tabs.) 15,080 483 10 493 11,980
Gas cartridges 
(each) 347 6 0 6 81
NE Totals — — — 18,279 590 18,869 408,853
NM Aluminum
phosphide (tabs.) 20,749 347 0 347 4,997
Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 1,050 2,505 0 2,505 32,064
Gas cartridges 
(each) 1,038 58 0 58 464
NM Totals - — - 2,910 0 2,910 37,525
OK Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 100 85 0 85 1,836
SD Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 7, 726 7,996 700 8,696 187,834
TX Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 65 60 0 60 1,296
Aluminum
phosphide (tabs.) 2,500 43 0 43 1,045
TX Totals — — — 103 0 103 2,341
TOTAL - - - 31,373 1,290 32,663 646,229
Notes: Does not include chemicals for which no acreage information is
given, including 23,079 aluminum phosphide tablets used on 48 private 
premises in AZ, and 300 gas cartridges used on 100 private and 200 
public premises in NO (APHIS ADC 1990). This method uses the same 
assumptions as used by APHIS ADC (1994a) regarding population density 
and chemical efficacy, but computes the estimated kill for acreage 
treated by each chemical instead of the mean chemical efficacy rate.
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Table 6.--Chemicals used and supervised for prairie dog control by ADC, 
FY 1991 (APHIS ADC 1991).
state Rodenticide Amount Private
Acres
Public
Acres
Total
Acres
Estimated
Kill
ND Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 70 122 0 122 2,635
Gas cartridges 
(each) 75 75 0 75 1,013
ND Totals - - - 197 0 197 3,648
NE Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 15,552 14,116 1,784 15,900 343,440
Aluminum
phosphide (tabs.) 6,379 192 8 200 4,860
NE Totals — — — 14,308 1,792 16,100 340,300
NM Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 223 666 0 666 14,386
Aluminum
phosphide (tabs.) 56,793 787 0 787 19,124
Gas cartridges 
(each) 121 5 0 5 73
Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 224 666 0 666 2,611
Aluminum
phosphide (tabs.) 56,794 788 0 788 3,475
Gas cartridges 
(each) 121 5 0 5 13
NM Totals — — — 2,917 0 2,917 39,682
SD Zinc phosphide 
(lb. ) 5,290 7,583 67 5 8,258 178,373
TX Aluminum
phosphide (tabs.) 4, 000 17 0 17 230
TOTALS — — — 25,022 2,467 27,489 570,233
Notes: This method uses the same assumptions as used by APHIS ADC
(1994a) regarding population density and chemical efficacy, but computes 
the estimated kill for acreage treated by each chemical instead of the 
mean chemical efficacy rate. The annual report for the NM ADC program 
lists virtually the same chemicals and acres twice; once for black­
tailed prairie dogs and then for Gunnison's prairie dogs. The NM ADC 
program has not been able to clarify this possible error (Lara 1996).
If the report is in error, and the acreage treated contained both black­
tailed and Gunnison's prairie dogs, then the estimated kill (using an 
average density of 16/ac), should be 19,898 instead of 39,682 for NM.
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Table 7.--Chemicals used and supervised for prairie dog control by ADC, 
1990-1994.
Year Chemical Amount Units Public
Acres
Total
Acres
1990 Zinc Phosphide 26,013 lb. 1,280 31,716
Aluminum Phosphide 61,408 tabs . 10 883
Gas Cartridge 1, 685 carts. 0 64
1,290 32,663
1991 Zinc Phosphide 21,589 lb. 2,459 25,612
Aluminum Phosphide 124,967 tabs . 8 1,792
Gas Cartridge 317 carts. 0 85
2,467 27,489
1992 Zinc Phosphide 16,292 lb. 168 15,692
Aluminum Phosphide 1,190,941 tabs . 322 2, 356
Gas Cartridge 210 carts. 0 110
4 90 18,158
1993 Zinc Phosphide 11,246 lb. 991 9, 205
Aluminum Phosphide 129,882 t a b s . 15 1, 089
Gas Cartridge 100 ca r t s . 0 10
1,006 10,304
1994 Zinc Phosphide 13,507 lb. 527 11,274
Aluminum Phosphide 838,787 tabs . 80 1, 668
Gas Cartridge 12,552 carts. 0 104
607 13,046
TOTAL 5,860 101,660
Source 
1994 .
: U.S. APHIS Animal 
Hyattsville, MD.
Damage Control. 1994b. Annual Reports 1990-
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Table 8.— ADC prairie dog control (ha) by state, 1990 -1994
State Private land poisoned (ha) Public land poisoned (ha)
Arizona 898 0
Nebraska 26,842 1,646
New Mexico 3,782 169
North Dakota 163 0
Oklahoma 36 0
South Dakota 6,982 556
Texas 62 0
Utah 4 0
TOTAL 38,769 2,371
Source: U.S. APHIS Animal Damage Control,
1994. Hyattsville, MD.
1994b. Annual Reports 1990-
Technical Assistance
During 1990-1994, ADC sold and distributed 38,094 kg (83,983 lb.) 
of zinc phosphide, 2,490,425 aluminum phosphide tablets, and 285,884 gas 
cartridges for prairie dog control by other agencies, groups, and 
individuals in all 12 states with prairie dogs (see table 9) (APHIS ADC 
1994b). ADC does not supervise the use of these chemicals once the sale 
is approved from a state or local ADC office, so the amount of hectares 
treated is unknown. Based on mean application rates of 1.22 Ib./ac for 
zinc phosphide, 297 tablets/ac for aluminum phosphide, and 36 
cartridges/ac for sodium nitrate gas cartridges (from ADC direct control 
operations 1990-1994), the rodenticides distributed by ADC would amount 
to an additional 34,466 ha (85,165 ac) treated during 1990-1994.^'
The application rates reported by ADC for direct control 
operations seem to exceed the recommended application rates; 4 g/burrow 
(normally 0.35 Ib./ac) for zinc phosphide (Tietjen 1976), 4 
tablets/burrow for aluminum phosphide (APHIS ADC 1994), and 1 gas 
cartridge/burrow (APHIS A D C ) . Following label recommendations will
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Table 9.--A comparison of chemicals distributed, sold, or demonstrated 
for prairie dog control, and chemicals used for direct control by ADC, 
FY 1990-1994.
Product 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 Total
Technical Assistance
Zinc Phosphide 
(lb. ) 37,144 22,288 10,351 6, 770 7, 430 83,983
A 1 . Phosphide 
(tabs.) 345,490 673,779 572,406 594,940 303,810 2,490,425
Gas Cartridges 
(each) 90,956 25,190 29,375 72,176 68,187 285,884
Direct Control
Zinc Phosphide 
(lb. ) 26,013 21,589 16,292 11,246 13,507 88,647
Al. Phosphide 
(tabs.) 61,408 124,967 1,190,941 129,882 838,787 4,023,559
Gas Cartridges 
(each) 1, 685 317 210 100 12,552 14,864
Source: U.S. APHIS Animal 
1994. Hyattsville, MD.
Damage Control. 1994b. Annual Reports 1990-
Chemicals may be from the Pocatello Supply Depot (PSD), or from Other
chemical manufacturers (APHIS ADC 1994a).
Pocatello Supply Depot
The Pocatello Supply Depot (PSD) in Pocatello, Idaho manufactures 
zinc phosphide oats and sodium nitrate gas cartridges for prairie dog 
control, and distributes them to ADC program offices and other
yield different amounts of chemicals used according to burrow density of 
the treatment area. Using a generous density assumption of 40/ac, one 
would expect mean application rates to be 0.35 Ib./ac for zinc 
phosphide, 160 tablets/ac for aluminum phosphide, and 40 gas 
cartridges/ac. Accordingly, the amount of rodenticides distributed by 
ADC would amount to 106,298 ha (262,663 ac) of prairie dog control. 
Application of zinc phosphide at greater than recommended rates leaves 
poison bait exposed for up to a week, increasing the risk of non-target 
poisoning (Tietjen 1976). It is not known if ADC use was excessive, or 
atypical of usage by other agencies or groups.
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agencies involved in wildlife damage control (Packhim 1992). The PSD 
shipped 4,484,000 gas cartridges in 1988-1991 for the control of 
woodchucks, ground squirrels, prairie dogs and pocket gophers (APHIS ADC 
1994a). The PSD sold 102,000 kg (224,880 lb.) of zinc phosphide oats 
for prairie dog control in 1988-1992 (see table 10) (Packhim 1993).
If used according to label recommendations and applied at the rate 
of 0.35 Ib./ac, the zinc phosphide sold by the PSD would amount to 
52,000 ha (128,500 ac) of annual control.
Denver Wildlife Research Center
The Denver Wildlife Research Center (DWRC) of ADC conducts 
research on the development of animal damage control techniques, 
including extensive research to support the registration of vertebrate 
pesticides (APHIS ADC 1994a). The DWRC coordinates the Zinc Phosphide 
Consortium, an industry association formed in 1991 to fund studies 
required by the EPA for reregistration of zinc phosphide (Fagerstone 
1993). The DWRC has entered into cooperative agreements with the Zinc 
Phosphide Consortium and the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture to fund various toxicological studies on zinc phosphide 
(Schafer pers. comm.). Studies funded by the consortium include
Table 10.--Zinc phosphide oats sold by the Pocatello Supply Depot for 
prairie dog control, FY 1988-1992 (Packhim 1993).
Year Zinc phosphide oats (lb.) Cost/lb.
1988 33, 130* $45.29
1989 59, 490' $46.99
1990 46,080 $50.61
1991 74,785 $49.93
1992 11,395 $64.30
TOTAL 224,880
Reported in APHIS ADC (1993)
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$225,000 for terrestrial field studies and $100,000 for crop residue 
studies (Fagerstone 1993). Non-target hazard studies may be conducted 
if the EPA requires them (Schafer pers. comm.). The DWRC is also a 
member of the Strychnine Consortium, formed in 1988 for the purpose of 
funding studies required by the EPA for reregistration (Ramey et al.
1992) .
Summary of Federal Programs
The U.S. Forest Service, BLM, and NPS practice prairie dog control 
to a varying extent, based on differing agency mandates, organizational 
culture, and public constituencies (see fig. 2). Agencies that base 
management on multiple-use principles (i.e., U.S. Forest Service and 
BLM) may work more closely and frequently with local constituencies that 
promote prairie dog control (e.g., grazing associations), however no 
agency is immune from these pressures (e.g.. Badlands National Park).
Of the three land management agencies featured herein, the U.S. Forest 
Service is most heavily engaged in prairie dog control, having poisoned 
at least 73,900 ha (182,607 ac) during 1978 to 1996. Grasslands managed 
by the U.S. Forest Service have statements for management that place 
upper (although sometimes lower) limits on prairie dog acreages. The 
majority of recent control has occurred on the grasslands of the 
Nebraska National Forest (135,742 ac) and the Medicine Bow National 
Forest (32,000 a c ) . This control is conducted for the benefits that are 
assumed to accrue to the condition of rangelands and permitted livestock 
(U.S. Forest Service 1991).
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Fig. 2. Prairie dog control (ha) by federal agency.
In contrast, the BLM conducts very little prairie dog control, 
despite having a similar constituency and multiple-use focus. I was 
only able to document 458 ha (1,133 ac) of control on BLM lands since 
1983. This may be potentially attributable to differences in rangeland 
value, levels of unknown (illegal) control, or differences in prairie 
dog densities. Indeed, prairie dogs are absent from many public lands 
in New Mexico, and most BLM land in Colorado and Wyoming lies in the 
western range of the white-tailed prairie dog, as opposed to the eastern 
habitat of the more densely colonial black-tailed prairie dog. While 
the BLM has strongly promoted prairie dog conservation in some areas 
(i.e., Craig District), some districts and resource areas have 
established maximum acreages in the manner of the U.S. Forest Service 
(i.e., Judith, Valley and Phillips Resource Ar e a s ) .
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The NPS poisoned prairie dogs on 3,068 ha (7,581 ac) during 1982 
to 1992, mostly at Badlands National Park and Wind Cave National Park. 
Both parks are in western South Dakota where there is a tangible 
pressure to poison prairie dogs from private, state, and other federal 
interests. Smaller control programs, usually achieved by shooting or 
with gas cartridges, occur at five other park units. These programs are 
centered around campgrounds and historic landscape features where 
managers wish to exclude prairie dogs for reasons of public health or 
resource protection.
The BIA, acting in a trust responsibility to oversee the 
management of Indian lands, has poisoned 287,265 ha (715,279 ac) during 
1978 to 1986, predominantly at the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation in 
South Dakota. The Pine Ridge project, conducted in response to legal 
pressure from the American Farm Bureau, dwarfs all other projects 
documented in this report. Appropriations were sought for more 
relatively large control projects in the early 1990s, but these projects 
were halted through action by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
congressional intent. Recently proposed management plans seek a new 
direction wherein prairie dogs are managed as a recognized component of 
the landscape and ecosystem.
ADC responds to prairie dog damage complaints from private, 
corporate, state, and federal interests. ADC performs direct prairie 
dog control, usually with toxicants, and provides technical assistance 
to cooperators, including the sale and distribution of rodenticides. 
During 1990 to 1994, ADC poisoned 41,141 ha (101,660 ac) of prairie 
dogs, mostly in Nebraska (26,842 ha). South Dakota (6,982 ha) and New 
Mexico (3,782 ha). During the same period ADC sold 38,094 kg (83,983 
lb.) of zinc phosphide, 2,490,425 aluminum phosphide tablets, and 
285,884 sodium nitrate gas cartridges for prairie dog control. These 
toxicants are not supervised by ADC once the sale is approved, therefore 
no records exist as to their use. However, if these chemicals were used
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at similar rates as employed in direct ADC operations, then an 
additional 34,466 ha (85,165 ac) would have been poisoned.
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CHAPTER 3. STATE PRAIRIE DOG CONTROL
State prairie dog control in the United States occurs through a 
labyrinth network of state, county, and occasionally township agents, 
often in cooperation with APHIS Animal Damage Control. An example of 
the complexity of control, and the relationships of involved agencies is 
demonstrated in fig. 3. Several states, not actively engaged in prairie 
dog control, still have statutes which if enforced, would constitute 
significant subsidies for prairie dog control (e.g.. New Mexico). 
Declines in appropriated funding have limited some state agencies.
USFS
BLM
NPS
BIA
} “
_L
PRAIRIE DOG 
CONTROL
 i APHIS AOC
  Pocatdlo
Supply Depot
Denver Wildlife 
ReseafCli Center
Î
Private
Landowners
Animel Damage 
Control Division
h
County Animal Damage 
Control Fund
fiO Dept pi Gams. 
Fisn and Pams
County Weed and 
Pest Boards
SO AnimaJ Damage 
Cunircl Review 
Committee
SO Oept. ol Agnojllgio
Commercial
Rodenticide
Applicators
Cooperative 
Extension Offices
MT Oept. of 
State Lands
MT Dept. of 
Agriculture
V e r t^ ra te  Pest 
M grnt. Division
Rodent Control
y County Vertebrate Pest Ménagement Programs y
W  County Weed 
and Pest Districts
WT Weed and 
Pest Council
'.VY Dept of 
Agriculture
Direct control
Tecnnical .assstance /  funding
Fig. 3. Organization of prairie dog control in the northern Great 
Plains (Roemer and Forrest 1996) .
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formerly active in prairie dog control, to a limited technical 
assistance role (e.g., Colorado). Recent legislation has repealed some 
of the older laws that mandate prairie dog control (e.g., Nebraska) 
while specifying additional avenues for control in others (e.g.. North 
Dakota).
Arizona
Background
Black-tailed prairie dogs, former residents of the southeastern 
grasslands of Arizona, have been extirpated from the state since 1960 
(Van Pelt 1995) and are listed as endangered on the Arizona Game and 
Fish Department (AGFD) list of threatened native wildlife (AGFD 1988). 
Planning is underway to reintroduce black-tailed prairie dogs to Fort 
Huachaca in Cochise Co. (Kime pers. comm.).
Gunnison's prairie dogs are found in northern Arizona, in Apache 
Co., Navajo Co., Coconino Co., and Yavapai Co. Gunnison's prairie dogs 
are managed by the AGFD as a nongame species. AGFD has been evaluating 
Gunnison's prairie dog towns for potential black-footed ferret 
réintroduction, and has mapped 13,846 ha in Coconino, Yavapai, and 
Navajo counties between 1990-1995 (Van Pelt 1995). The Aubrey Valley 
Complex in Coconino Co., (7,838 ha) is the largest prairie dog complex 
identified in Arizona, and could support 45.03 black-footed ferret 
families (Van Pelt 1995) after the habitat model by Biggins et al.
(1993). Black-footed ferrets were reintroduced to Aubrey Valley in 
1995. The AGFD has also evaluated potential ferret habitat on BLM lands 
in Navajo and Apache Counties (Belitsky et al. 1994). Between 1987- 
1988, 1,297 ha (3,206 ac) of prairie dogs were mapped on BLM lands in 
the Little Colorado River Basin (Yarchin et al. 1988).
Prairie dog control is not widely practiced by state agencies or 
county boards, despite statutory provisions for such control. The 
Arizona Animal Damage Control office conducts some direct control, and
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provides technical assistance and poison sales to state and county 
agencies, and private landowners (Phillips pers. comm.). Prairie dog 
control by APHIS ADC in Arizona is usually limited to short-term 
projects (Phillips pers. comm.). The Arizona ADC program does not have 
any cooperative work agreements or annual work plans with the BLM or 
U.S. Forest Service that pertain to prairie dog control. Documentation 
provided by the Arizona ADC program indicate control on 1,399 ha (3,458 
ac) during 1989 to 1994 (see table 11). Records from the Arizona ADC 
program are incomplete, may not accurately reflect the actual treatment 
area (Phillips pers. comm), and are questionable on other grounds.
Table 11.— Prairie dog control in Arizona, 1988-1994 (APHIS ADC 1990b, 
1994c, Phillips 1995).
Rodenticldes Used or Distributed
Year Control
(ac)
Zinc Phosphide 
(lb.)
Aluminum Phosphide 
(tablets)
Gas Cartridges 
(each)
1988 u n k . u n k . u n k . 100
1989 300 200 u n k . u n k .
1990 2, 203 150 22,979 u n k .
1991 u n k . 235 u n k . u n k .
1992 unk. u n k . u n k . u n k .
1993 226 u n k . 6, 514 2, 300
1994 729 493 u n k . 1, 223
TOTAL 3, 458 1, 078 29,493 3, 623
Arizona Laws
Prairie dog control in Arizona is mandated under Title 3, Chapter 
3, of Arizona Revised Statutes Annotated (ARSA), control of destructive
14 For example, the program reports killing 52 black-tailed
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animals and noxious rodents. Provisions for county involvement in 
prairie dog control are further defined in Title 48, Chapter 15 of ARSA, 
pest abatement districts.
The director of the Arizona Department of Agriculture is to 
cooperate with the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) in 
the control of rodents through written agreements and the expenditure of 
state funds (ARSA 3-2401). The department may also cooperate with local 
and county governments, and purchase rodent control supplies to make 
available to cooperators at approximate cost (ARSA 3-2404). Boards of 
supervisors of counties in Arizona may also enter into cooperative 
agreements with the department and APHIS for the control of rodents, and 
make expenditures for rodent control from the general county fund or any 
other available fund (ARSA 3-2406).
Any group of 15 or more land owners, or any land owners with 75% 
or more land in the proposed district, can petition the county board of 
supervisors to create a pest abatement district (PAD) to "prevent the 
establishment of, control or eradicate" pests in the district (ARSA 48- 
2102) . Petitioned pests must be certified a public nuisance by the 
state entomologist and the county health officer (ARSA 48-2103). Once 
the board of supervisors has been successfully petitioned to create a 
PAD, a county election is held, with a two-thirds majority required for 
actual formation of a district (ARSA 48-2104).
PADS are managed by an elected board of 5 directors with powers 
and duties to contract with any person or organization for pest control, 
employ personnel, purchase equipment and supplies, and contract and 
cooperate with state, county and federal agencies (ARSA 48-2108). Entry 
on to private property in the district or property adjacent to the 
district may be done with prior written consent by the landowner (ARSA 
48-2109). Control measures taken by the district are paid from district 
funds unless the district and landowner have agreed to divide costs. The
prairie dogs, a state-extirpated species, in 1991.
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district may levy $0.25 per $100 of assessed property value within the 
district for funding {ARSA 48-2109).
State Management and Policies
Arizona Department of Agriculture
The department is not involved in prairie dog control. They 
certify approximately 6 rodenticide applicators per year. There are 
approximately 50 certified applicators in the state (Micodeen pers. 
comm.).
Arizona State Lands Department
The Arizona State Lands Department entered into Cooperative 
Service Trust Fund Agreements with the Arizona Office of the APHIS 
Animal Damage Control program in 1993 and 1995 for prairie dog control 
in Flagstaff (Phillips pers. comm.). The fumigation projects cost 
$12,315.02, of which the state funded $4,500 (AZ State Lands Department 
1993, 1995). Although figures were unavailable for the 1995 project, 
the 1993 control work encompassed 28 ha (70 ac) at a cost of $56.57/ac 
(Phillips 1995).
County Government
Gunnison's prairie dogs are found in 4 Arizona counties; Apache, 
Navajo, Coconino, and Yavapai. None of these counties have established 
a pest abatement district (Levee pers. comm.). Apache County has a 
cooperative agreement with APHIS that provides for an annual work plan 
delineating control work to be accomplished. The plan in effect for 
July 1, 1995 to June 30, 1996 prioritizes the reduction of possible 
plague transmission to humans, which may include prairie dog control 
(APHIS ADC 1995c).
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Colorado
Background
Colorado has black-tailed prairie dogs distributed in the eastern 
part of the state; white-tailed prairie dogs in the northwest; and 
Gunnison's prairie dogs in the southwest (Hollister 1916). Black­
tailed, white-tailed, and Gunnison's prairie dogs are categorized by the 
Colorado Division of Wildlife as game mammals and may be taken year- 
round by any means not specifically prohibited by law. The Colorado 
Department of Agriculture (CDA), by virtue of possessing the last legal 
registration for compound 1080, conducted mass prairie dog control 
statewide until 1985^^ (Threlkeld pers. comm.). The enormous scope of 
this state program likely kept other agencies with control authority on 
the sidelines. Indeed, the Colorado APHIS Animal Damage Control office 
does not conduct any direct control in Colorado (Foster 1993), although 
they do distribute rodenticides for prairie dog control (APHIS ADC 
1994b). With the decline of the CDA program, most control in Colorado 
is done privately (Threlkeld pers. comm.).
A 1990 survey of ranchers and farmers indicate more than 1.5 
million prairie dogs statewide (Colorado Agricultural Statistics Service 
1990). Survey respondents further claimed $10,261,000 in economic 
losses due to prairie dogs. An incomplete survey of county extension 
agents at the same time found approximately 1.1 million acres of prairie 
dogs (Andelt pers. comm.). Results from both surveys are tabulated 
below (see table 12). There are obvious flaws in these surveys (e.g., 
Montrose Co. cannot have 732,764 acres of prairie dogs because there are 
only 431,000 acres in the county) and biologists contacted for this
The state registration for 1080 required in-state use and 
application by the CO Department of Agriculture. When the registration 
was revoked, the Rodent Control staff of the department decreased from 
16 to 1.5 FTE (Threlkeld pers. comm.).
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Table 12.— Prairie dog distribution (1990) and control (ac) during 1975- 
1979 in Colorado (CDA 1979, Colorado Agricultural Statistics Service 
1990, Andelt pers. comm.).
County Colorado 
Agricultural 
Statistics Survey
Coopera tive 
Extension Service 
Survey
1080 Control 
1975-1979
Adams 22,700 not surveyed 8, 573
Alamosa 6, 200 not surveyed 0
Arapahoe 5, 100 6, 400 7,467
Archuleta 48,900 2,100 37,240
Baca 92,200 30,500 18,845
Bent 115,500 128,000 60,861
Boulder 11,800 575 2,936
Chaffee 3, 200 10 1,405
Cheyenne 22,800 3, 800 10,886
Clear Creek 0 not surveyed 0
Conej os 20,500 30 0
Costilla 1, 600 not surveyed 7, 102
Crowley 20,700 12,500 7,580
Custer 5, 900 100 3,798
Delta 52,500 1, 650 31,652
Denver 0 not surveyed 105
Dolores 56,000 not surveyed 19,035
Douglas 12,600 not surveyed 0
Eagle 8,900 0 0
Elbert 17,300 1, 300 0
El Paso 16,700 5,000 1,808
Fremont 15,300 415 2, 184
Garfield 1,000 150 0
Gilpin 900 not surveyed 0
Grand 100 0 0
Gunnison 5, 800 not surveyed 222
Hinsdale 300 not surveyed 0
Huerfano 6,400 10,000 5,070
Jackson 3, 000 3,000 0
Jefferson 1,700 not surveyed 350
Kiowa 39,800 6, 500 7,581
Kit Carson 56,700 2,500 2,524
Lake 900 not surveyed 0
La Plata 80,000 not surveyed 78,130
Larimer 88,100 45,000 2,034
Las Animas 18,500 not surveyed 12,748
Lincoln 23,600 5,400 8,786
Logan 40,000 14,000 8,472
Mesa 34,400 unk. 4,760
Mineral 200 not surveyed 3, 520
Moffat 26,300 u n k . 0
Montezuma 92,000 8, 000 91,752
Montrose 52,100 732,764 37,915
Morgan 8,200 4, 150 15,532
Otero 133,500 30,000 23,721
Ouray 7,400 not surveyed 8, 608
Park 5, 100 18,000 0
Phillips 3, 000 480 205
Pitkin 2,400 0 0
Prowers 36,500 not surveyed 12,355
Pueblo 70,500 not surveyed 18,640
Rio Blanco 29,500 13,000 0
Rio Grande 14,300 not surveyed 420
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County Colorado 
Agri cultural 
Statistics Survey
Cooperative 
Extension Service 
Survey
1080 Control 
1975-1979
Routt 3, 600 120 0
Saguache 13,200 not surveyed 8,783
San Juan 0 not surveyed 0
San Miguel 13,400 15,000 17,260
Sedgewick 10,400 3,840 1,810
Summitt 100 0 0
Teller 5, 200 220 3, 300
Washington 2, 600 4,320 1,200
Weld 58,800 5,500 13,464
Yuma 7, 100 755 14,815
STATE : 1,553,000 1, 115,139 625,184
study have indicated that the true extent of prairie dogs in Colorado is 
a great mystery.
In recent years an interagency group has been meeting to attempt 
to address some of the prairie dog unknowns in Colorado, and to: (1)
identify sites unsuitable for black-footed ferrets; (2) identify sites 
that are suitable for ferret réintroduction; and (3) develop management 
guidelines for the conservation of the prairie dog ecosystem (U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service 1992). A  memorandum of agreement between various 
federal and state agencies in Colorado contained an ambitious scope of 
work, including statewide prairie dog mapping, block-clearances for 
black-footed ferret searches, and the development of "mechanisms for 
conservation easements, covenants, and other appropriate means to 
provide landowners financial incentives to protect prairie dog colonies" 
for sites that are suitable for ferret réintroduction (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 1992). However, this work group has stalled due to a 
lack of funding (Leachman pers. comm.) and a possible lack of 
enthusiasm.
The Little Snake Black-footed Ferret Work Group (without 
participation by the CDA) has been more productive in northwestern
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Colorado. The work group has participated in planning for the 
réintroduction of ferrets to the BLM Little Snake Resource Area in 
Moffat Co., and has recently prepared a cooperative management plan for 
black-footed ferrets and prairie dogs in the area (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service et al. 1995).
Colorado Laws
Prairie dog control in Colorado is mandated under Article 7, Part
1, § 35-7-101 et seq., rodent control, and Part 2, § 35-7-201 et seq.,
rodents and predatory animals, of the Colorado Revised Statutes (CRS).
Colorado has a strong legislative mandate for prairie dog control.
Here, the original 1927 wording proclaims that prairie dogs:
have become so numerous and such a grave and immediate 
menace to the agricultural, horticultural, and 
livestock industries of the state that large numbers 
of the inhabitants engaged in such industries in the 
localities so infested are in great and imminent 
danger of being impoverished and reduced to want... 
the situation is so serious and the emergency so 
urgent that public necessity demands that prompt, 
efficacious, and summary action be taken under the 
police power of the state to control, suppress, and 
eradicate the rodents in the areas infested by them 
{CRS 35-7-101).
The Colorado Department of Agriculture (CDA) is mandated to enter 
into written agreements with AHPIS Animal Damage Control for eradication 
of rodent pests (CRS 35-7-102) and may also employ personnel, and enter 
into cooperative agreements with boards of county commissioners, 
associations, corporations, and private land owners for prairie dog 
control (CRS 35-7-104). The CDA furnishes rodent control materials and 
poison to voluntary cooperators at actual cost, and may perform control 
work under cooperative agreement, with full reimbursement for the cost 
of materials and labor (CRS 35-7-110). The CDA is mandated to keep 
itemized accounts of the actual expenses of materials and labor in 
connection with the control and eradication of rodent pests, and to 
track the sale of poison to cooperators (CRS 35-7-113).
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Additionally, boards of county commissioners in counties where 
infestations exist have the authority to appropriate money for control 
work from the general fund and institute cooperative agreements to 
control rodents (CRS 35-7-105). Boards of county commissioners may 
purchase materials and employ people to control prairie dogs (CRS 35-7- 
201). Costs are paid out of the general fund or any special county 
fund, but may not exceed $20,000 per year for rodent control (CRS 35-7- 
201). The board of county commissioners may levy such taxes as are 
necessary and put into effect any plan of operation for rodent control 
work (CRS 35-7-201). In counties where pest control districts have been 
created, the board of county commissioners has the duty to establish and 
maintain funding for the operations of the district (CRS 35-7-111),
Pest control districts may be formed by cooperative agreement by a 
majority of landowners (CRS 35-7-112). The board of county 
commissioners must then publish a notice that infested lands are to be 
controlled, and if within 30 days a landowner in the prescribed area has 
failed to perform control or enter into a cooperative agreement for 
control, the CDA will enter those lands and perform control at the 
expense of the owner (CRS 35-7-112). In the event of failure to pay, 
the county pays the CDA and creates a lien against the property of the 
landowner. The amount charged against the landowner may not exceed 
$0.15 per acre per calendar year (CRS 35-7-114).
State Management and Policies
Colorado Department of Agriculture
The Colorado Department of Agriculture (CDA) used to perform 
extensive prairie dog control work, with 16-17 control agents poisoning 
approximately 100,000 acres each year (Andelt pers. comm.). During 
1975-1979, the CDA poisoned 253,000 ha (625,184 ac) of prairie dogs in 
44 counties with 1080 (CDA 1979). Strychnine was also available during 
this time period, but no records exist tracking its use (CDA 1979).
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Since 1985 this work has slowed due to funding cuts and cancellation of 
the CDA'5 registration for 1080 for prairie dog control.
The current program employs one full-time and one half-time agent.
Program agents provide information and sell rodenticides. Direct 
control work is limited to court-ordered community service projects 
(Threlkeld pers. comm.). In this program, people convicted of 
misdemeanors (e.g., drunk driving) are trained to handle rodenticides, 
and then are supervised for prairie dog control projects. During 1995 
and 1996 approximately 3 sections (777 ha; 1,920 ac) were treated in 
this way (Threlkeld pers. comm.).
The CDA does not currently have agreements for prairie dog control 
with any counties or APHIS (Threlkeld pers. comm.). Approximately 90% 
of prairie dog control in Colorado is done privately (Threlkeld pers. 
comm.). Although the CDA is mandated to keep records itemizing the 
materials, labor, and sale of poison for all prairie dog control work 
they are involved in, no further records were made available by the CDA 
for this study.
Colorado State University Cooperative Extension
The Colorado State University Cooperative Extension office 
provides educational materials and training sessions for ranchers. A 
survey of extension agents conducted in 1990 indicated 1,115,139 acres 
of prairie dogs in 38 Colorado counties (Andelt pers. comm.). This 
survey was conducted in anticipation of requesting additional 
appropriations for rodent control from the state legislature (Andelt 
1990).
County Management and Policies
Mill levy limitations and required elections for mill levy issues, 
instituted in the late 1980s, effectively halted county level prairie 
dog control in Colorado (Threlkeld pers. comm.). The amount of control 
prior to then was not investigated. There are no county pest control
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districts in force {Andelt pers. comm.). Several counties in
northeastern Colorado have been active in pursuing block-clearances to
permit prairie dog control without black-footed ferret searches. In 
1990 the Logan County board of commissioners and U.S. Congressman Hank 
Brown requested an exemption from the EPA label restrictions requiring 
searches for black-footed ferrets. Following the service's denial of 
this request and a subsequent meeting with Congressman Brown, the EPA 
transferred funds to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to begin a
prairie dog inventory and block-clearance program in Logan County. This
inventory "cleared" parts of Logan and Weld Counties, and all of 
Phillips and Sedgewick Counties (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1991) .
Kansas
Background
Black-tailed prairie dogs in Kansas have declined from an 
estimated 1 million ha at the turn of the century (Lantz 1903), to 
23,085 ha (57,045 ac) in 1957 (Smith 1 9 5 7 ) , and an estimated 10,000 ha 
in 1969 (Henderson 1969). In a survey of 60 western counties,
Vanderhoof and Robel (1992) identified 14,480 ha of prairie dogs.
Powell (1992) located 4,420 ha in 8 counties not included in the 
Vanderhoof and Robel (1992) survey, bringing the state total to 
approximately 18,900 ha. With 97% of Kansas in private ownership, 
public land agencies have had little to do with prairie dog management 
(Lee and Henderson 1989). U.S. APHIS ADC does not conduct operational 
control in Kansas, but distributes rodenticides for private use. The 
combination of private ownership and prevalent negative attitudes 
towards prairie dogs presents a serious obstacle for potential black­
footed ferret réintroduction despite the identification of several sites 
that are biologically promising (Powell 1992).
Smith (1957) notes that 17,272 acres, more than one-fourth of 
the state total, was slated for control in 1956-57.
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Kansas Laws
Under laws passed in 1901 and 1903, townships in Kansas are given 
authority to purchase poison and employ persons to eradicate prairie 
dogs (Lee and Henderson 1989). Funds are derived from the township 
general fund (KSA 80-1201). Township trustees may enter upon infested 
lands and exterminate prairie dogs (KSA 80-1202). In some cases, the 
trustees must provide written notice to landowners requesting they 
control their prairie dogs (KSA 80-1202). If after 15 days the 
landowner has not controlled their prairie dogs, the trustees will 
perform control and bill the landowner. Unpaid bills become a lien on 
their estate (KSA 80-1202).
Township trustees must report to the board of county commissioners 
at annual meetings each August, and present an estimate of the cost of 
control for the coming year (KSA 80-1203). The county will then levy a 
tax on township real estate, not to exceed $0.70 on each $100.00 to pay 
for control (KSA 80-1203). Township trustees are the custodians of 
funds derived from the tax (KSA 80-1203).
Additionally, home rule authority (KSA 19-101) may be used to 
enact a county resolution incorporating some or all of the township 
authority (KS Office of the Attorney General 1977). The powers of home 
rule, enacted by constitutional amendment in 1961 (Pierce 1978) grant 
counties and municipalities the authority to pass legislation concerning 
local affairs by passing ordinary resolutions. Home rule had been 
invoked by 7 counties^^ in July 1988 to enforce prairie dog control 
requirements on landowners (Lee and Henderson 1989).
State Management and Policies
The agencies of the state of Kansas are not significantly involved 
with prairie dog control. The Plant Health Division of the Kansas 
Department of Agriculture registers pesticides and works with the Kansas
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State University Extension Service to train certified applicants. The 
Extension Service provides educational materials and training for 
pesticide use in prairie dog control, and approves permits for prairie 
dog control. The Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks issues permits 
for pesticide use in prairie dog control once they are approved by the 
extension service (Hlavachick pers. comm.).
County Management and Policies
Prairie dog control is widely distributed at the county and 
township level in Kansas. While many counties do not conduct control at 
either the county or township level, those that do seldom have records 
concerning costs or acres treated. In extreme cases (i.e., Decatur Co.)
counties contain up to 25 townships, each conducting separate programs
(Horn pers. comm.). Many programs enjoy voluntary landowner cooperation 
(Foster pers. comm.), however, in some instances landowners are forced 
to poison prairie dogs on their land against their wishes (Lee and 
Henderson 1989).
A full survey of current programs in Kansas is beyond the scope of 
this present work, and would likely require site visits to the offices 
of county and township clerks and treasurers, and county noxious weed 
departments. Case studies are presented below for selected home rule 
counties (Finney Co. and Gray Co.) and counties with township programs
(Decatur Co., Kerney Co., and Pawnee Co.).
Finney County
In 1983, the Finney County Board of Commissioners passed a 
resolution (Appendix F.) mandating prairie dog control (Finney Co.
1983). The resolution mandates the extermination of prairie dogs in the 
county, and makes provisions for control by the county in the event of 
noncompliant landowners (Finney Co. 1983). However, landowners have
The counties are Finney, Gray, Kearny, Logan, Sherman, Thomas, 
and Wallace (Lee pers. comm.).
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been agreeable to the program, and there hasn't been any "forced" 
control since the program's inception (Foster pers. comm.). During 1983 
to 1993, landowners were billed for the cost of poison and labor by the 
Finney County Noxious Weed Department. Beginning in 1994, labor costs 
were absorbed by the county, with landowners being billed only for 
rodenticide costs (Foster 1996b).
During 1983 to 1995 the Finney County Noxious Weed Department 
poisoned 6,811 ha (16,830 ac) at a total cost of $108,900 (see table 13) 
(Foster 1996b). The amount of control has decreased over time, likely 
indicative of declining prairie dog numbers in the county. Indeed, 
county records indicate 275 ha (679.5 ac) on 58 towns (x = 4.74) in
Table 13.--Prairie dog control in Finney Co., Kansas, 1983-1995.
Year Land treated with zinc phosphide (ac) Cost
1983 2, 030 $14,460
1984 2, 320 $15,520
1985 1, 630 $10,210
1986 1, 770 $9,930
1987 1, 830 $10,450
1988 1, 340 $8,360
1989 980 $7,250
1990 930 $6,990
1991 880 $5,960
1992 830 $5,660
1993 790 $4,860
1994 820 $5,060
1995 680 $4,190
TOTAL 16,830 $108,900
Source; Foster, K. 1996b. Finney Co. Noxious Weed Department. Letter 
of March 25, 1996 to David Roemer. Garden City, K S .
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1995, a decrease from 2,777 ha (6,863 ac) on 137 towns (x = 20.27) 
identified in 1983 (Foster 1996b). The program is notable for its 
excellent record-keeping, and apparent dedication to control - the 1995 
program poisoned 57 of 58 towns in the county, omitting a single one- 
acre town (Foster 1996b).
Gray County
Gray County has a home rule ordinance to control prairie dogs (Lee
pers. comm.). The county general fund contains a revolving prairie dog
control fund of $2,500 that is reimbursed from poison sales. They 
provide zinc phosphide and phostoxin to landowners at cost. There have 
been "just a few" direct control projects with noncompliant landowners, 
including a 300 acre project in 1993 (Dumler pers. comm.). During 1990 
to 1995, the Gray County Noxious Weed Department sold 501 lb. of zinc 
phosphide and 341 cans of fumitoxin pellets (aluminum phosphide) (Dumler 
pers. comm.). Powell (1992) noted a 44% decline of prairie dogs in Gray
County from 1985 (959 ha) to 1990 (533 ha), noting that county
enforcement of KSA 80-1202 is "intensive" and likely targets large, 
noticeable colonies.
Decatur County
Decatur County contains 25 townships, all involved in prairie dog 
control to some degree (Horn pers. comm.). Townships purchase poison 
through the Decatur County Noxious Weed Control Department. The 
department purchases phostoxin (aluminum phosphide) and zinc phosphide 
from the U.S. APHIS Pocatello Supply Depot, paid out of the general 
funds of the townships. Most townships sell poison to landowners at 
cost, but some can afford to cost-share with landowners, with the county 
typically paying 25% of the cost (Horn pers. comm.).
The Decatur County Noxious Weed Department sells approximately 2 
cases (500 tabs each) of phostoxin each year, and performs some direct 
control (Botapka pers. comm.).
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Kearny County
Kearny County formerly controlled prairie dogs through the office 
of the County Noxious Weed Department (Kearny Co. 1984). Currently, 7 
of 8 townships in the county operate a control program, contingent on 
funds (Randolph pers. comm.). Some townships have mill levies, but 
generally they operate out of general funds (Randolph pers. comm.). 
Landowners purchase poison and conduct control privately, then present 
bills to the townships for a 50% or greater reimbursement (Randolph 
pe r s . comm.).
Pawnee County
Pawnee County contains 21 townships that are involved to some 
degree in prairie dog control (Buckman pers. comm.). The Pawnee County 
Noxious Weed Department assists the townships through the sale of poison 
to certified applicators, and performs some direct control. The county 
charges $10/hr for one person, and $18/hr for two people to assist 
clients who aren't certified (Buckman 1996b). During 1986-1995, the 
county spent $8,011.66 on materials for prairie dog control, and sold 
191 cans of fumitoxin (95,500 aluminum phosphide tablets), 151 kg (334 
lb.) of Rodenticide AG (zinc phosphide oats), and 59 kg (130 lb.) of 
zinc phosphide pellets (Buckman 1996b).
Montana
Background
Montana has black-tailed prairie dogs and white-tailed prairie 
dogs. White-tailed prairie dogs are found only in southern Carbon 
County, where they resided on approximately 283 ha (700 ac) of mixed- 
ownership land in 1977 (Flath 1979). Prairie dog colonies in Montana 
were mapped by various state and federal agencies between 1984 and 1989 
in connection with searches for black-footed ferrets (Campbell 1989). 
Over 700 active colonies were located, totaling more than 40,470 ha
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Table 14.--Major concentrations (ha) of prairie dogs in Montana, 1984- 
1989.
Location Approximate Area 
(ha)
Phillips County (southern) 9,710
Fort Belknap Indian Reservation 4, 860
Garfield County (northeast) 1,820
Custer County (southern) 6, 680
Prairie County (southern) - Custer County (northern) 2,430
Carter County (northern) 2,020
Valley County (southwestern) 1, 210
Tongue River area 2,430
Source: Campbell, T.M. III. 1989. Prairie dog colony location surveys
and black-footed ferret searches in Montana. Pages 1-12 ^  T.W. Clark, 
D. Hinkley, and T. Rich, e d s . The prairie dog ecosystem: managing for 
biological diversity. Montana BLM wildlife technical bulletin no. 2. 
Billings, Montana.
(100,000 a c ) , with about 77% of prairie dog colonies occurring in eight 
general areas (see table 14). Flath and Clark (1986) estimate that the 
historical acreage of prairie dogs in Montana may have been over 566,570 
ha (1,400,000 ac). Thus prairie dogs in Montana may currently occupy 7% 
of their former territory in Montana.
Poisoning of prairie dogs with strychnine occurred in Montana in 
the 1920s and 1930s causing an estimated 90% or more reduction (Knowles
1992). Use of compound 1080 (sodium fluoroacetate) in the 1950s and 
1960s enabled land managers to increase the effectiveness of control 
until it was banned on federal lands in 1972 (Knowles 1992). Prairie 
dog control on public lands in Montana has since declined. Control on 
private and state lands is regulated by state and federal law. The 
extent of legal private poisoning and illegal poisoning on private and 
public lands is not known.
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The Montana Animal Damage Control Program (ADC) does not currently 
conduct any direct control of prairie dogs, and there are no current 
memoranda of understandings or annual work plans that pertain to prairie 
dog control (Handegard pers. comm.). ADC participates in the Montana 
working group for black-footed ferret réintroduction, and would likely 
be called to control prairie dogs on the BLM Phillips Resource Area in 
areas outside the réintroduction area if the BLM institutes control 
(Handegard pers. comm.). While the Montana ADC Program does not 
directly poison prairie dogs, they have been involved in technical 
assistance activities, and approve the sale of zinc phosphide and gas 
cartridges from the Pocatello Supply Depot to state-licensed applicators 
(see table 15) .
Black-footed ferrets were released in south Phillips County in 
1994, following the cancellation of a planned 1993 release due to the 
unavailability of ferrets (Thorne 1993). Prairie dog acreage in the 
réintroduction area has declined by 52% between 1988 and fall 1992 (U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service 1993) due to sylvatic plague (Yersina pestis)
Table 15.--Summary of Montana ADC prairie dog control activities (APHIS 
ADC 1994b, Handegard pers. comm.).
Year______ Prairie dog control activity
1989 « Approved for sale from Pocatello 610 lb. of zinc phosphide
oats.
1990 • Approved for sale from Pocatello 36,000 gas cartridges;
• Approved for sale from Pocatello 900 lb. of zinc phosphide 
oats, including 400 lb. for use on BLM land in Phillips 
County;
• Supervised 3-4 day poisoning of 368 ac of prairie dogs on 
BLM land in Phillips County.
1991 • Fielded 8 personal, telephone or written consultations for
prairie dogs;
• Conducted 4 bait distribution technical assistance 
projects._______
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(McMaster pers. comm.). Plague could cause the réintroduction area to 
fall below acceptable conditions for ferret habitat, in which case the 
réintroduction would be halted and ferrets would be removed (U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service 1993). Plague has never before been found in 
northern plains black-tailed prairie dogs, and the presence of plague in 
réintroduction colonies presents a serious problem for management of 
black-footed ferrets (Cully 1989).
Montana Laws
Prairie dog control authority in Montana is granted to the Montana 
Department of Agriculture under Montana Code (MCA) 80-7-1101, vertebrate 
pest management. The department may enter into cooperative agreements 
with federal, state, and county agencies, as well as associations, 
businesses, and individuals for the purposes of prairie dog control.
The department is authorized to purchase and sell equipment and poison 
at approximate cost, maintain registration of rodenticides, implement 
rules, conduct research on pest management methods, administer grants, 
and perform educational and other related activities. Provisions for a 
rodenticide fund, derived from a surcharge of $0.05 per dollar on retail 
sales of registered rodenticides in the state was repealed in 1993.
Grants may still be made to the rodenticide fund, provided that they are 
spent on vertebrate pest management projects.
Provisions for county involvement in prairie dog control are 
defined in MCA 7-22-2502, county vertebrate pest management. County 
governments may establish vertebrate pest management programs in 
cooperation with the Montana Department of Agriculture. Counties that 
establish vertebrate pest management programs must also create a county 
vertebrate pest management fund, which may consist of appropriations up 
to $10,000 from the county general fund. There are currently no county 
vertebrate pest management programs in Montana (Sullivan pers. comm.).
Montana also allows establishment of rodent control districts and 
boards (MCA 7-22-2207), with powers to administer rodent control
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programs in their district by employing personnel, purchasing and 
selling equipment at cost, and entering into cooperative agreements. 
Districts may authorize a rodent control mill levy, and has the power to 
inspect infested lands and order control of rodents. If a landowner 
does not comply with the order, the board may control the problem and 
recover the cost through property taxes. At this time there are no 
rodent control districts in Montana (Sullivan pers. comm.).
State Management and Policies
Department of Agriculture
Rodent control duties were transferred to the Montana Department 
of Agriculture (MDA) from the Department of Livestock in 1983 (MT Office 
of Budget and Program Planning 1983). The Vertebrate Pest Management 
Division of the MDA provides technical assistance, performs field 
demonstrations, and conducts research on prairie dog control methods.
The annual budget for vertebrate pest management is approximately 
$75,000, which accounts for two full-time employees plus operational 
costs (Sullivan pers. comm.). The vertebrate pest specialists in Helena 
and Billings conduct field investigations of prairie dog control methods 
as part of their work. These field tests are conducted on private lands 
by permission of the land owners, and in cooperation with providers of 
the control products. Recent studies tested a gas exploding device, and 
chlorophacinone treated oats^® on prairie dog towns on private lands 
(Sullins and Sullivan 1990, Sullins 1990). The MDA also issues 
bulletins and informational pamphlets on prairie dog control that 
explain various control methods including range management procedures 
(MT Dept, of Agriculture no date).
Permits for farm application of rodenticides are granted by the 
MDA upon payment of fees, and successful completion of a six-hour course
Chlorophacinone is an anticoagulant that is not presently 
registered for prairie dog control in Montana.
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offered periodically through the Montana State University Extension 
Service in each county (Sullins pers. comm.). There are an estimated
8,000 farm pesticide applicator permits (Sullivan pers. comm.).
Commercial applicators must pass a basic pesticides exam and a 
vertebrate pest exam administered directly from the MDA (Sullivan pers. 
comm.). Use records are required for commercial applicators and 
government agencies, but not for farm applicators (Sullivan pers. 
comm.).
Revenues from the rodenticide fund were expected to total $25,000 
annually from the rodenticide surcharge, funds from local governments, 
and grants from chemical companies (MT Office of the Legislative Fiscal 
Analyst 1989). When strychnine became unavailable for above-ground use, 
revenue from the surcharge dropped below the point where it was 
economically feasible to administer it (see table 16).
Rodenticide funds totaling $2,000 carried over into fiscal year 
'94 (MT Office of Budget and Program Planning 1993). The MDA is 
authorized to receive up to $5,000 from rodenticide companies to conduct 
field studies using rodenticides in fiscal year 1995 (MT Office of
Table 16.— Rodenticide fund revenues, FY 1987-1990.
Surcharge Other
Year Revenue Revenue Total
1990-1991 $ 471 $ 0 $ 471
1989-1990 $ 4,019 $ 0 $ 4,019
1988-1989 $ 6,337 $ 3,400" $ 9,737
1987-1988__________________ $ 4, 494______________ $ 1, 643»_______________ $ 6,137
Source: MT Department of Administration, Accounting and Management
Support Division. 1991. Supplemental financial schedules 1988 - 1991. 
Helena, Montana.
® Miscellaneous cost recovery
Donation
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Budget and Program Planning 1993).
Department of State Lands
The Montana Department of State Lands (DSL) currently requires 
lessees to bear the costs of black-footed ferret surveys and prairie dog 
control on infested state lands when the department determines that
control operations are necessary (DSL 1991). DSL will refer 
lessees to wildlife consulting firms to perform ferret surveys. Prices 
for ferret surveys by wildlife consultants were approximately $7.00 per 
acre in 1989 (Wood 1989).
Before the current policy was instituted, DSL controlled prairie 
dogs on 146 acres of state rangeland adjacent to grain fields in Blaine 
County during October of 1990 (Wood 1990). Spotlight surveys were 
conducted on 59 ha (14 6 ac) by DSL personnel for a total of 26 hours on 
the nights of October 2 to October 5, 1990 (Wood 1990). The lessee
absorbed the costs of the prebait and zinc phosphide oats, and DSL paid 
for labor (Roberts pers. comm.). Control was estimated at 95% 
efficiency (Roberts pers. comm.).
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (MDFWP) is 
cooperating with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Bureau of 
Land Management to reintroduce black-footed ferrets to the North Central 
Montana Réintroduction Site. MDFWP contributes to the Montana Black­
footed Ferret Working Group, and has conducted prairie dog surveys on 
state acreage within the réintroduction area. MDFWP does not currently 
manage prairie dogs or regulate prairie dog shooting, although they may 
be granted authority to do so by the Montana Game Commission (Dude pers. 
comm.).
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Nebraska
Background
Recent legislative action in Nebraska has repealed what was
arguably the strongest legal imperative for prairie dog control to
survive into the late 20th century {Teply 1995). The unanimous decision
of the 1995 state legislature withdrew a mandate, in effect for 92
years, that stated:
It is hereby made the imperative duty of the state of 
Nebraska upon any state owned lands and any landowner 
upon any lands owned by him or her to totally 
exterminate any prairie dogs by November 1 of each 
year (Rev. Statutes Nebraska 2-1063).
Nebraska achieves prairie dog control through county and state 
cooperative (funding) agreements with APHIS ADC. The Nebraska ADC 
program "leads the nation" in direct prairie dog control operations 
(Brown 1990), and also distributes rodenticides to private landowners 
(APHIS ADC 1994b). During 1990-1994 Nebraska ADC poisoned prairie dogs 
on 26,842 ha (66,321 ac) of private land, and 1,646 ha (4,068 ac) of 
public lands in Nebraska (APHIS ADC 1994b). In fiscal year 1991 this 
control took place in 18 counties (see table 17).
Nebraska Laws
The laws of the state of Nebraska provide for a dual approach to 
prairie dog control. The director of the Department of Agriculture may 
cooperate and provide funding to APHIS through an animal damage control 
cash fund (RSN 81-2236). Also, county boards may cooperate with APHIS 
through the provision of matching funds, up to $1,000 annually per 
individual or group needing services from APHIS (RSN 23-358.01).
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Table 17.— Prairie dog control by APHIS ADC in Nebraska, FY 1991.
County Towns Area (ha)
Box Butte 40 4, 587
Chase 13 1,102
Cheyenne 17 1, 024
Dawes 25 1,820
Deuel 7 632
Fillmore 1 4
Frontier 3 26
Furnas 2 50
Garden 9 301
Harlan 1 40
Hayes 11 321
Keith 8 409
Morrill 11 1, 790
Perkins 13 1,260
Red Willow 9 347
Scotts Bluff 7 765
Sheridan 25 1,223
Sioux 9 725
TOTAL 211 16,426
Source: U.S. APHIS Animal Damage Control (Nebraska). 1992. USDA-
APHIS-ADC prairie dog control in Nebraska, FY 91. Unpubl. Rep.
Lincoln, NE. 1pp.
State Management and Policies
State and county agencies in Nebraska cooperate and provide 
funding to APHIS Animal Damage Control for predator and rodent control 
(Williams pers. comm.). According to the Nebraska Game and Parks 
Commission, approximately 25 counties cooperatively fund APHIS for 
services including prairie dog control on private ranches (Biodiversity
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
65
Legal Foundation and Sharps 1994). The Nebraska legislature has set 
aside up to $50,000 for APHIS, outlined in a Cooperative Service 
Agreement between the Department of Agriculture and APHIS (Schubert 
pers. comm.). Generally, state agencies have complied with the mandate 
for control, including poisoning along highways, right-of-ways, and Fort 
Robinson State Park (Bruce pers. comm.). The Nebraska Board of 
Education also maintains cooperative service agreements with APHIS for 
prairie dog control on state lands, with the board paying full project 
costs (Gustad 1992). Additionally, there are approximately 9,000 
commercial and 38,000 private licensed applicators of restricted-use 
pesticides in Nebraska (Friso pers. comm.). County extension officers 
offer training courses and exams for private and commercial applicators, 
with licenses issued by the Department of Agriculture (Friso pers. 
comm.).
New Mexico
Background
New Mexico contains black-tailed prairie dogs in the eastern and 
southern plains, and Gunnison's prairie dogs in the northwestern part of 
the state (Hollister 1916). Historic and present acreage figures are 
not accurately known, though populations may have declined by 96%
(Mulhern pers. comm.) and black-tailed prairie dogs are believed to be 
extirpated west of the Rio Grande (Hubbard 1987). The New Mexico APHIS 
Animal Damage Control program poisoned 3,782 ha (9,344) of private land 
and 169 ha (417 ac) of public land during 1990-1994, and also 663 ha 
(1,638 ac) in 1988 (APHIS ADC 1994a). The extent of prairie dog control 
in New Mexico outside of ADC direct control operations is largely 
unknown, although information provided by ADC indicates 8,698 ha (21,492 
ac) of private control in FY 1988, using rodenticides distributed by ADC 
(APHIS ADC 1988b). ADC provides technical assistance and distributes
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rodenticides, particularly aluminum phosphide {299,147 tablets/yr during 
1988 and 1990-1994), for prairie dog control in New Mexico.
The New Mexico Department of Game and Fish recognizes the need for 
an information clearinghouse and working group on prairie dogs, although 
time and funding constraints have prevented any group or agency from 
taking the lead on this project. Current prairie dog control measures 
may be maintaining diminished population levels and fragmenting 
remaining habitat (Schmidt p e r s . comm.).
New Mexico Laws
Prairie dog control in New Mexico is authorized under New Mexico 
Statutes Annotated (NMSA) 77-15, predatory wild animals and rodent 
pests. The original law was passed in 1919, and stipulates that control 
costs billed to landowners may not exceed $0.10 per acre, which would 
constitute a substantial subsidy if ever practiced.
The state of New Mexico, through the New Mexico State University 
(NMSU), is to enter into a cooperative agreement with APHIS ADC for the 
destruction of predators and rodent pests, and is to appropriate $25,000 
to match federal funds for such control (NMSA 77-15-1). Subject to the 
availability of funds, the New Mexico Department of Agriculture is 
authorized to manage a rodent control program (NMSA 77-15-2.1). Lessees 
or purchasers of state lands are required to destroy rodent pests on 
those lands, or pay the control costs for whatever state agency or 
cooperative agency that performs control (NMSA 77-15-4). On private 
lands, prairie dog control is normally voluntary, with landowners able 
to receive poison and materials at cost from the state. Alternately, 
landowners may arrange by written agreement for the state to perform 
control, with full reimbursement to the state (NMSA 77-15-4). However, 
a state rodent inspector, appointed by NMSU, may declare private lands 
infested and force control responsibility upon the landowner (NMSA 77-
15-5). State agents may enter onto the lands of non-compliant 
landowners, perform control, and bill the landowner for control costs.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
67
Landowners with less than 160 acres who are able to show that they 
cannot pay these costs'^' are exempt (NMSA 77-15-5) .
State Management and Policies
The New Mexico Department of Agriculture is the "branch" of NMSU 
that maintains the cooperative agreement with APHIS Animal Damage 
Control (May pers. comm.). This agreement involves state funding of 
APHIS and the allocation of state employees to APHIS (May pers. comm.). 
The Las Cruces district of APHIS maintains an office at NMSU. The 
district consists of 8 counties in southwestern New Mexico where there 
are few prairie dogs and not much control (May pers. comm.) The 
Department of Agriculture and New Mexico State Cooperative Extension 
Service certify and license pesticide applicators in the state (Elrod 
pe r s . co m m .).
Presently, the New Mexico ADC program may not conduct activities 
on state lands, by ruling of State Land Commissioner Jim Baca in 1994 
which has been continued by the new commissioner, Ray Powell. (Elrod 
pers. comm.). However, several state agencies and municipalities have 
received the services of New Mexico ADC for prairie dog control, 
including the City of Tucumcari and the Village of House in Quay Co., 
the Town of Grants in Cibola Co., and Eastern New Mexico University, the 
New Mexico State University Science Center, and the State Penitentiary 
of New Mexico (Lara 1995).
In all cases provided under New Mexico law, control costs 
billed to landowners are not to exceed $0.10 per acre of control. For a 
small landowner to be exempt from control costs, they would need to 
demonstrate an inability to pay $16.00. State involvement in prairie 
dog control on private land would thus constitute a large backdoor 
subsidy if ever applied.
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North Dakota
Background
Black-tailed prairie dogs in North Dakota have been poisoned since 
1915 (Bailey 1926) and eliminated from lands that have been converted to 
agricultural use (Bishop and Culbertson 1976). In the Little Missouri 
grasslands region, prairie dogs have declined in acreage by 93% during 
1939-1972 (Bishop and Culbertson 1976). Future recovery efforts must 
contend with a complicated network of state laws that authorize control 
at township, county, and state levels. Legislation enacted in 1995 
(H.B. No. 1502) defines prairie dogs as pests for the purpose of control 
by county weed boards.^
North Dakota Laws
North Dakota Century Code Annotated (NCCA) 58-03-07 grants 
township electors the authority to establish a fund for the eradication 
of gophers, prairie dogs, crows, and magpies. Townships may also 
appoint personnel with the authority to poison prairie dogs on any land 
(NCCA 4-16-04). However, this section is antiquated, providing only 
$2.50 for 10 hours of labor (NCCA 4-16-07). Counties may conduct and 
cooperate in rodent control through the boards of county commissioners 
(NCCA 11-11-57), and may levy taxes (NCCA 4-16-02) and offer bounties 
for prairie dog control if so petitioned by 20% of the county (NCCA 4-
16-03) .
The board of county commissioners, in consultation with the county 
weed board, may authorize the county weed board to control pests, 
including prairie dogs (NCCA 63-01.1-04.2) . The county weed boards are 
funded through mill levies (NCCA 63-01.1-06) and have the power to enter 
private lands and require landowners to conduct control (NCCA 63-01.1-
The prior definition of pests under that chapter included 
invertebrates, pathogens, and parasitic plants. Thus the unique 
situation of a prairie dog being defined as an invertebrate pest for the 
purpose of eradication under a weed control authority has come about.
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08). Landowners may request that the county not perform control, 
although the request may be denied by a majority decision of the county 
weed board. If the county conducts control, expenses are paid by the 
landowners through property taxes (NCCA 63-01.1-08).
The Department of Agriculture is authorized to cooperate with 
APHIS for rodent control, provided that control be approved by the 
Department of Game and Fish (NCCA 4-01-17.1). Additionally, under the 
provisions of weed control, the Department of Agriculture has the duty 
to enforce county weed and pest control, and cooperate with the North 
Dakota state university extension service to provide information and 
outline procedures for such control (NCCA 63-01.1-03) . The department 
has the additional mandate to arrange "satisfactory" weed and pest 
control programs with state and federal agencies, including the 
eradication of pests on state lands (NCCA 63-01.1-13).
State Management and Policies
The extent of prairie dog control in North Dakota has not been 
determined. The North Dakota APHIS Animal Damage Control program stated 
in a memorandum in 1993 that they are not involved in control, and that 
all poisoning in North Dakota is conducted by private landowners 
(Severson 1993), however, other records indicate 163 ha (404 ac) of 
direct control and the distribution of 1,234 kg (2,720 lb.) zinc 
phosphide and 3,100 gas cartridges during 1990-1994 (APHIS ADC 1994b).
Oklahoma
Background
The black-tailed prairie dog inhabits the western half of 
Oklahoma, with most of the current population found in the panhandle 
counties of Cimarron, Texas, and Beaver. The black-tailed prairie dog 
is listed as a species of special concern by the Oklahoma Department of 
Wildlife Conservation. Population estimates range from 3,850 ha 
(Mulhern pers. comm.) to 4,000 ha (Tyler 1968). A prairie dog inventory
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was conducted by the Oklahoma Natural Heritage Inventory in 1996 
(Shaughnessy pers. comm.). Prairie dog control occurs mostly on private 
lands, sometimes through the use of ammonia fertilizer {Murray pers. 
comm.).
Oklahoma Laws
The Oklahoma Department of Agriculture is mandated to cooperate 
with APHIS Animal Damage Control for prairie dog control under Oklahoma 
Statutes, Title 2, Article 12. Prairie dog control is to be directly 
supervised by an authorized representative of APHIS in association with 
the Oklahoma Department of Agriculture. The department may enter into 
cooperative agreements with counties, associations, corporations and 
individuals for prairie dog control. The department may purchase rodent 
control supplies for all cooperators, and make them available at 
approximate cost. Receipts from these sales are credited to the 
Agriculture Revolving Fund.
State Management and Policies
The Oklahoma Department of Agriculture has a memorandum of 
understanding with APHIS Animal Damage Control, and otherwise maintains 
a close working relationship."^ Oklahoma Animal Damage Control does not 
routinely perform operational control of prairie dogs, but does provide 
limited technical assistance (1 or 2 calls per year) in the form of 
providing literature (Graves pers. comm.). Direct control by ADC during
1990-1994 was limited to 36 ha (89 ac) (APHIS ADC 1994b). During the 
same time period ADC distributed 463 kg (1,020 lb.) of zinc phosphide in 
Oklahoma (APHIS ADC 1994b). An earlier project in Woodward Co., 
involved 1,416 ha (3,500 ac) of direct control (APHIS ADC 1983). The 
state director of Oklahoma ADC was not aware of any present state or 
county level operational control (Graves pers. comm.).
In fact the state director of APHIS Animal Damage Control in 
Oklahoma maintains an office at the Oklahoma Department of Agriculture.
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The level of private control may be substantial as there are
16.000 commercial and 7,500 private applicators of restricted-use 
pesticides in Oklahoma (Wells pers. comm.). Commercial applicators are 
licensed directly by the Oklahoma Department of Agriculture. Private 
applicators complete licensing requirements through county extension 
offices (Wells pers. comm.). There are no reporting requirements 
concerning restricted-use pesticides in Oklahoma (Holly pers. comm.).
South Dakota
Background
Black-tailed prairie dogs inhabit South Dakota's grasslands and 
prairies west of the Missouri River. Prairie dog control in South 
Dakota is extensive, dating back to 1914 (see table 18). Currently, 
prairie dogs inhabit a small fraction of their former South Dakota 
range, having declined from 711,000 ha in 1923 to 18,000 ha in 1967 
(Henderson et al. 1969). Most prairie dogs in South Dakota occur on the 
Pine Ridge, Rosebud, Cheyenne River, and Standing Rock Indian 
Reservations (Tschetter 1987). Current population estimates range from
100.000 ha (Mulhern pers. comm.) to 101,173 ha (250,000 ac) (Krsnak 
1993a) .
In 1993 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a proposal to 
release black-footed ferrets on the Conata Basin of the Buffalo Gap 
National Grassland, and Badlands National Park (U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 1993). The réintroduction plan does not require any changes in 
the existing prairie dog management plans for the Buffalo Gap National 
Grassland or Badlands National Park (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et 
al. 1993). Ferrets were released as a non-essential experimental 
population in 1994.
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Table 18.--Timeline of prairie dog control in South Dakota,
Date
1914
1919
1920
1922
1930
1950
1965
1968
1972
1976
1980
1980-
1984
Event
The first organized prairie dog control program begins.
The South Dakota legislature passes a rodent control law.
398.000 acres of prairie dogs are poisoned in nine western 
counties.
Haakon, Fall River, Pennington, Jackson, and Butte counties 
coordinate to poison 170,000 acres for a cost of $11,830.
Prairie dog populations are reduced to widely scattered 
towns.
The Bureau of Biological Survey established the first central 
bait mixing plant in Mitchell, SO.
Operational use of compound 1080 becomes standard.
20.000 to 50,000 acres per year are poisoned during the late 
1940s to mid 1950s.
25.000 acres poisoned.
Pre-control surveys for black-footed ferrets are established.
Prairie dog acreage in SO estimated at 61,000 acres.
Executive Order #11643 halts the use of toxicants on federal 
land and by federally funded programs.
Zinc phosphide approved for use on federal lands and in 
federal programs.
30.000 acres poisoned per year until 1979.
SO Dept. Agriculture estimates that there are 730,000 acres 
of prairie dogs in SD.
997.000 acres poisoned, including 464,000 acres on the Pine 
Ridge Reservation.______________________________________________
Source: Hanson, R. 1988. A chronology of prairie dog control
operations and related developments in South Dakota. Pages 121-122 iui 
Eighth Great Plains Wildlife Damage Control workshop proceedings, April 
28-30, 1987. Rapid City, SD.
South Dakota Laws
In 1983 the South Dakota livestock industry urged the state 
legislature to declare prairie dogs as pests and predators (Sharps and
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Uresk 1990). Authority for prairie dog control is given to the South 
Dakota Department of Agriculture (Title 38, Chapter 22, weed and pest 
control), and the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks (Title 
40, Chapter 36, predatory animal and reptile control).
South Dakota landowners must control infestations of weeds or 
pests if such infestation is a menace to neighboring lands or the state 
(SDCL 38-22-16). Pests in any amount are sufficient for the Secretary 
of the Department of Agriculture to declare such land infested. If the 
landowner fails to rid the land of the infestation, the Department of 
Agriculture may issue a declaration of public nuisance and take action 
to remove the infestation. Landowners are required to pay all costs 
associated with removal (SDCL 38-22-17).
The Animal Damage Control Division of the South Dakota Department 
of Game, Fish and Parks (SD ADC) is given authority to cooperate with 
federal agencies in the control of prairie dogs (SDCL 40-36-1) and 
provide direct control and technical assistance for prairie dog control 
on private lands (SDCL 40-36-3) .
State Management and Policies
Prairie dog control is widely practiced by the South Dakota 
Department of Agriculture; Animal Damage Control Division of the South 
Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks; county weed and pest boards; 
and county agricultural extension offices. Additionally, the APHIS 
Animal Damage Control program operates in South Dakota, controlling 
6,982 ha (17,253 ac) of private land and 556 ha (1,375 ac) of public 
land in South Dakota during 1990-1994 (APHIS ADC 1994b).
Department of Agriculture
The South Dakota Department of Agriculture, Office of Plant 
Industry provides direct control and technical assistance to landowners 
for the control of prairie dogs. The department has cooperative 
agreements with county extension offices, coordinates the activities of
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county weed and pest boards, and regulates pesticide use in the state 
(Miller 1988). Three full time weed and pest supervisors are employed 
by the department to work with and monitor the county weed and pest 
boards, with prairie dogs representing approximately 1/3 FTE (Krsnak 
1993b).
The South Dakota Department of Agriculture also manufactures zinc 
phosphide oats at its plant in Pierre. The plant provides bait for 
prairie dog control to county, state and federal agencies in South 
Dakota and surrounding states. The plant sold 112,000 kg (246,300 lb.) 
of zinc phosphide oats during fiscal years 1989-1992 (see table 19) 
(Krsnak 1993), an average of 28,000 kg/year (61,500 lb./year). At 
recommended application rates of 0.35 Ib./ac, the zinc phosphide sold by 
the South Dakota Department of Agriculture would amount to 7 1,200 ha 
(175,930 ac) of annual control.
The Department of Agriculture works closely with county weed and 
pest agents in direct control of prairie dogs on both private and public 
lands. The department maintains a list of approximately 25 private 
commercial rodenticide applicators (or "doggers") to carry out this work 
with respect to prairie dogs (Johnson, pers. comm.). During 1985-1987,
Table 19.--Zinc phosphide sold by the South Dakota Department of 
Agriculture, FY 1989-1992 (Krsnak 1993).
Fiscal Year Zinc Phosphide (lb) Revenues Expenses
1989* 27,000 $ 21,479.00 $ 46,158.00
1990 66,200 $ 43,383.00 $ 35,389.00
1991 75,800 5 46,396.00 $ 43,291.00
1992 77,300 $ 50,217.00 $ 43,404.00
TOTAL 246,300 $161,475.00 $168,242.00
® Strychnine products were last sold by the Department of Agriculture in 
1989.
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26,768 ha (66,143 ac) were poisoned through the department (Tschetter 
1988).
The department holds the opinion that surveys for black-footed
ferrets, a required label restriction for the use of zinc phosphide,
should not be required. In a letter to Frank Chianelli of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA Region 8), the director of the
Division of Regulatory Services of the South Dakota Department of
Agriculture states that:
surveys are not required for the use of zinc phosphide 
as the label states "Do not apply in areas known to be 
inhabited by black-footed ferrets." There are 
presently no such areas in South Dakota (Scheibe
1993).
In practice, the strong legislative mandate for prairie dog
control in South Dakota has the potential to strong-arm managers of
public lands, who often have different resource management goals, into
poisoning prairie dogs. For example, in 1992 the department issued a
declaration of public nuisance to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation in
Newell, SD. In response, the bureau proposed to poison the border of
their 80 acre complex and install livestock fences and vegetation
barriers to control further expansion (Heinberger 1993) . The
department, however, found these measures unacceptable:
With the perennial problems this particular, very 
small, prairie dog town has caused in the past, I 
think that the improved relations with neighboring 
landowners alone would be benefit enough for you to 
eliminate or relocate this particular town. This 
State has approximately 250, 000 acres of prairie dogs 
and one prairie dog town of less than 80 acres in size 
has an insignificant effect on any Migratory Birds,
Bald Eagles, or Endangered Species. (Krsnak 1993a).
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Department of Game, Fish and Parks, Animal Damage Control Division
South Dakota ADC provides direct control and technical assistance 
for prairie dog control on private lands. Unlike the South Dakota 
Department of Agriculture which maintains pest control of infested 
public and private land at their own discretion. South Dakota ADC 
provides direct control only in situations where prairie dogs infest 
private land from uncontrolled public lands. The South Dakota ADC also 
provides technical assistance to landowners in situations of major 
infestation (160 acres or more). For technical assistance projects, 
landowners are responsible for the cost of bait, and must provide the 
labor for control. During 1985-1987, South Dakota ADC directly 
controlled 6,100 ha (15,073 ac) of prairie dogs (Tschetter 1988).
During 1989-1992 South Dakota ADC poisoned prairie dogs on 1,606 ha 
(3,969 ac), and provided technical assistance for control efforts on 
8,321 ha (20,560 ac) (Miller 1993) (see table 20).
Funding for the South Dakota ADC derives from a county levy on 
livestock, matched by wildlife funds from the Department of Game, Fish 
and Parks (Miller 1988). Through an agreement with APHIS ADC, the South 
Dakota ADC receives 60% of their annual program costs, up to $300,000, 
in block grants from APHIS (Miller 1988).
Table 20.— Prairie dog control by the South Dakota Department of Fish, 
Game and Parks, 1990-1991.
Control 1989 1990 1991 1992 Total
Direct Control
Acres 1, 405 1,014 675 875 3, 969
Cost $4,918 $3,549 $2,363 $3,063 $13,893
Technical Assistance
Acres 4,620 7,682 8,258 0 20,560
Cost $3,465 $5,762 $6,194 $0 $15,421
Source: Miller, A.L. 1993. South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and
Parks, Animal Damage Control Supervisor. Letter of March 9, 1993 to
David Calkin.
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The South Dakota ADC conducts black-footed ferret surveys prior to 
prairie dog control only when federal funds are involved (Miller 1993).
County Weed and Pest Boards
County weed and pest boards work cooperatively with the South 
Dakota Department of Agriculture to control prairie dogs. Weed and pest 
supervisors provide direct control and technical assistance to 
landowners for prairie dog control on public and private land. Weed and 
pest supervisors work with the Department of Agriculture in the issuance 
and compliance of declarations of public nuisance on private and public 
lands with prairie dogs.
South Dakota State University Cooperative Extension Service
The Cooperative Extension Service is operated by South Dakota 
State University under joint agreements with the South Dakota Department 
of Agriculture and the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks. 
Cooperative Extension agents work closely with weed and pest boards in 
providing technical assistance to landowners and county weed and pest 
agents for prairie dog control, but do not directly control prairie dogs 
(Wilson pers. comm.). The Cooperative Extension Service provides 
instructional programs and licensing for restricted poisons such as zinc 
phosphide, aluminum phosphide, and sodium nitrate gas cartridges. 
Cooperative Extension Service salaries are paid by South Dakota State 
University, but all expenses of the Extension offices are paid by the 
county (Wilson pers. comm.).
Texas
Background
Black-tailed prairie dogs may have declined an astounding 99.9% in 
Texas, from an estimated 23 million ha in 1901 (Merriam 1901) to 5,000 
ha in 1965 (Cottam and Caroline 1965), although Cheatheam (1977) 
identified 36,432 ha from aerial photographs. Land use changes and
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control efforts are factors in this decline (Cheatheam 1977). Recent 
estimates place the population at 12,145 ha (Mulhern pers. comm.). The 
Texas APHIS Animal Damage Control program performs limited direct 
control (see table 21), and rodenticide distribution for prairie dog 
control in Texas (see table 22) (APHIS ADC 1994d). Annual reports, 
district memoranda, and interviews with district supervisors indicate a 
declining role for APHIS ADC in Texas prairie dog control. This decline 
may indicate a diminished need for control, greater control from other 
sources, or mistrust of federal government.
Texas Laws
Texas law concerning prairie dogs is first notable for a 
preemptive strike against potential listing of the prairie dog as an
endangered species , passed into law in 1975. Chapter 68 of the Texas
Table 21.- -Direct prairie 'dog control by Texas ADC, FY 1985-1994.
Year Area (ha) Zinc phosphide
(kg)
Aluminum 
phosphide (tabs)
Gas cartridges 
(each)
1985 488 115 2,580 2
1986 369 91 10,105 50
1987 521 312 18,599 38
1988 165 23 1,707 0
198 9 41 5 6,025 10
1990 42 29 2, 500 0
1991 7 0 4,001 0
1992 1 0 100 0
1993 1 0 400 2
1994 12 0 500 0
TOTAL 1,647 575 46,517 102
Source: U.S. APHIS Animal Damage Control (Texas). 1994d. Annual 
Reports, Texas, 1985-1994. San Antonio, TX.
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Table 22 
ADC, FY
.— Rodenticides 
1985-1994.
distributed for prairie dog control by Texas
Year Strychnine 
grain 0.35% 
(kg)
Zinc phosphide 
(kg)
Aluminum Gas 
phosphide 
(tabs)
cartridges
(each)
1985 0 2,325 236,116 400
1986 0 2,040 431,173 50
1987 0 2,790 361,846 0
1988 0 7, 373 540,085 0
1989 45 2,540 318,690 20
1990 0 2,630 224,600 0
1991 0 2, 585 87,519 0
1992 0 1,202 98,535 0
1993 0 0 68,163 30
1994 0 454 84,515 0
TOTAL 45 23,939 2,451,243 500
Source: U.S. APHIS Animal Damage Control (Texas). 1994d.
Reports, Texas, 1985-1994. San Antonio, TX.
Annual
Annotated Code (TAC) pertaining to endangered species, contains an 
exemption for prairie dogs (TAC 68.020) effectively barring the state 
from listing prairie dogs as threatened or endangered.
Control is authorized in chapter 825 of the TAC, directing the 
state to enter into cooperative agreements with federal agencies for 
rodent control through the Texas A&M University System (TAC 825.001) and 
the Texas Agricultural Extension Service (TAC 825.002). Local 
governments (counties and municipalities) may also appropriate funds for 
prairie dog control (TAC 825.004). County commissioners are granted the 
authority to purchase poison for prairie dog control which they may then 
sell or give away free to citizens (TAC 825.021). Citizens are in turn 
required to control infestations of prairie dogs (TAC 825.024) according 
to recommendations made by the Commissioner of the Department of
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Agriculture. Lessees and tenants must also comply with this 
requirement, billing the costs of control to the landowner (TAC 
825.024). Lastly, prairie dogs are declared a public nuisance (TAC 
825.036).
State Management and Policies
There are no county agreements for prairie dog control with the 
APHIS Animal Damage Control districts of Canyon (Gilliland pers. comm.), 
San Angelo {Dorsett pers. comm.) or Fort Stockton (Turman pers. comm.). 
Schleicher Co., had a resolution mandating control in the late 1960s, 
but this has lapsed (Dorsett pers. comm.).
Utah
Background
Utah has white-tailed prairie dogs in the northeastern part of the 
state, Gunnison's prairie dogs in the southeast, and the threatened Utah 
prairie dog in five counties in southwestern Utah (Crocker-Bedford and 
Spillett 1981). Utah prairie dogs formerly occupied nine counties, and 
declined from 95,000 to 3,300 individuals during 1920-1973 (Coffeen and 
Pederson 1993). Label restrictions on zinc phosphide baits, aluminum 
phosphide tablets, and sodium nitrate gas cartridges forbid the use of 
these products in the range of the Utah prairie dog. Utah is the only 
state in this study outside of the historic range of the black-tailed 
prairie dog. The slim amount of state law pertaining to prairie dog 
control may be due to the absence of the more densely colonial black­
tailed prairie dog.
Utah Laws
Utah Code Annotated (UCA) 17-5-28 grants that county commissioners 
"may provide for the destruction of gophers, squirrels or other wild 
animals... injurious to fruit, fruit trees, vines, vegetables or plant 
life." The state Agricultural and Wildlife Damage Prevention Board,
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with duties to establish policy for rodent damage prevention and control 
(UCA 4-23-5) was repealed under sunset provisions on July 1, 1994.
State Management and Polices
The extent of prairie dog control in Utah has not been determined. 
APHIS Animal Damage Control does not routinely conduct control, 
poisoning only 4 ha (10 ac) of white-tailed prairie dogs in 1993, and 
using 2,000 aluminum phosphide tablets and 34 gas cartridges on other 
premises (acreage unreported) (APHIS ADC 1994b). The Utah ADC program 
also provides technical assistance and bait distribution in Utah.
During 1990-1994 AHPIS ADC distributed 2,463 kg (5,430 lb.) of zinc 
phosphide, 2,000 aluminum phosphide tablets, and 100 gas cartridges for 
white-tailed prairie dog control.
The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources live-traps and transplants 
Utah prairie dogs from private agricultural lands to réintroduction 
sites on federal lands (Coffeen and Pederson 1993). Since 1972, more 
than 13,000 Utah prairie dogs have been so moved.
Wyoming
Background
Prairie dogs have been designated pests by the Wyoming Board of 
Agriculture and the Wyoming Weed and Pest Council. Prairie dogs have 
been actively poisoned in Wyoming since the 1880s (Clark et al. 1986). 
Prairie dog poisoning in Wyoming occurs mainly through county weed and 
pest district subsidies to private landowners, and also on the Thunder 
Basin National Grassland. State law mandates the control of designated 
pests through programs implemented by county weed and pest control 
districts, and provides for the creation of special management programs 
(SMP) which require the districts to subsidize at least 80% of control 
costs.
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Wyoming Laws
Under Wyoming Code (WC) 11-5-103, all federal, state, and private 
land in Wyoming is divided into county weed and pest districts which 
have the authority to control prairie dogs (WC 11-5-105). County weed 
and pest districts receive their funding from a mill tax on property (WC 
11-5-111) . The districts are allowed to purchase and sell any 
agricultural pesticide that has been registered with the Department of 
Agriculture for weed and pest control (WC 11-5-107). The district board 
may cost-share with landowners for the cost of agricultural pesticides 
(WC 11-5-108). Landowners must pay the full cost of rodenticide 
application unless a special management program (SMP) is designated. 
Districts are granted authority to make inspections of infested lands, 
and if necessary, issue a resolution that such land is infested and in 
need of treatment at the owner's expense (WC 11-5-109). Noncompliant 
landowners may be fined $50.00 a day, up to a maximum of $2,500.00.
A special management program (SMP) may be designated to implement 
an integrated management system to control pests in coordination with 
leafy spurge control (WC 11-5-303). Landowners shall not contribute 
more than 20% of the total costs (pesticides, application, and 
administrative costs) of the treatment program on their lands (WY 11-5- 
303). State and federal agencies owning lands within SMP areas are 
responsible for the total costs of treatment on those lands (WC 11-5- 
303) .
State Management and Policies
The weed and pest control districts, since their formation in the 
early 1970s, have been the primary organizations for prairie dog 
poisoning in Wyoming. Through subsidies, technical advice, and 
sometimes through the direct application of rodenticides and prebait 
grains, these districts defray the costs of prairie dog poisoning that 
would otherwise be borne by private ranching operations. Districts are 
funded primarily through county land taxes (mill levies) which allow the
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counties to exercise control over the formation and adoption of 
regulations that govern the districts.
Districts employ cost-share programs for the sale of zinc 
phosphide and other rodenticides to county landowners for prairie dog 
control, even though such programs are not required by law. In counties 
with designated SMP areas, cost-share programs also pay for services 
provided by commercial pesticide applicators. Under the cost-share 
agreements, districts typically bear 80% of the cost of rodenticides and 
contract services to landowners, although the subsidy is as low as 20% 
in Platte County. Prairie dog SMP areas have been designated in 
Converse and Niobrara counties.
There has been a general decline in the amount of funds used for 
prairie dog control in recent years, likely because of the high cost of 
black-footed ferret searches and the EPA cancellation of aboveground 
uses of strychnine in 1988.
Thirteen of the 23 counties surveyed in Wyoming maintain prairie 
dog poisoning programs. Of these, 11 provided data for this survey. 
During 1989-1992, county weed and pest districts spent approximately 
$388,700 on prairie dog control in Wyoming. Most of this expenditure 
was subject to cost-sharing with private landowners, with county weed 
and pest districts providing between 40% to 80% of the costs. The 
actual cost to the weed and pest districts was approximately $291,433 
over this same period. Expenditures for indirect assistance (purchase 
of poisoned grain and aluminum phosphide tablets) for all 11 respondent 
counties ranged from $36,500 to $50,000 annually. The SMP area in 
northeast Converse County poisoned 15,195 ha (37,547 ac) of private and 
state land and 4,543 ha (11,225 ac) of federal land during 1991-1992, 
accounting for the bulk of annual funding for prairie dog control in 
Wyoming.
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Albany County
The Albany County Weed and Pest Control District sent information 
for fiscal year 1992 only. In 1992, the total budget for the district 
was $236,051.80, of which $113,185.50 was budgeted for the purchase of 
pesticides (McNamee 1993). The district spent $1,675.95 to purchase 
zinc phosphide for prairie dog control (McNamee 1993). Zinc phosphide 
was sold at either a 50% or 66% subsidy. A breakdown for administrative 
costs was not available.
Campbell County
The Campbell County Weed and Pest Control District provided 
information for 1989 through 1992 (see table 23). The rodenticide 
products distributed by Campbell County were sold "in most instances" to
Table 23.--Rodenticides sold by the Campbell County Weed and Pest 
Control District, 1989-1992 (Mooney 1993).
Year Rodenticides Sold for Prairie Dog Control Approximate Cost*
1989 • 127 Rotox canisters (53,500 tablets)
1990 • 78 Rotox canisters (39,000 tablets)
• 2,000 lb. Strychnine oats
1991 e 49 Rotox canisters (24,500 tablets) 
• 2,850 lb. zinc phosphide oats
1992 • 243 Rotox canisters (121,500 tablets)
• 5,478 lb. zinc phosphide oats
$3, 492 .50
$2, 145 ., 00
240 , 00
$3, 385.. 00
$1, 347 ,. 50
$2, 850,.00
$4, 197 .50
$6, 682 .50
$5, 478 . 00
$12,160.50
TOTAL e 497 Rotox canisters (248,500 tablets)
• 8,328 lb. zinc phosphide oats
• 2,000 lb. strychnine oats
$13,667.50 
$8,328.00 
$1,240.00 
$23,235.50
 ̂Represents costs of rodenticides to district based on approximate 
rates of $27.50 per Rotox canister; $1.00 per lb. of zinc phosphide 
oats; and $0.62 per lb. of strychnine oats.
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private landowners at an 80% cost-share (Mooney 1993). No federal or 
state land has been treated since 1989 (Mooney 1993). It should be 
noted that the aboveground use of strychnine for animal control was 
banned by the U.S. EPA in 1988, and that the district was apparently in 
violation of this ban in 1990.
Carbon County
The Carbon County Weed and Pest Control District provided summary 
information for 1989 through 1992. The district spent $2,275.00 on zinc 
phosphide for rodent control during this period, of which approximately 
25% ($568.75) was used for prairie dog control (Justesen 1993).
Licensed landowners pay 20% of the cost of zinc phosphide purchased 
through the district (Justesen 1993). The district occasionally 
performs direct control on cemeteries, ballfields, airports, and school 
grounds (Justesen 1993).
Converse County
During fiscal years 1987 through 1992, the Converse County Weed 
and Pest Control District spent $39,341.90 on prairie dog control out of 
the regular program budget (Reichenbach 1993). Additionally, a special 
management program (SMP) was established in the northeast corner of the 
county in 1991, spending $186,937.88 on prairie dog control (see table 
24) .
For the regular program budget, the district cost-shares 80% with 
private landowners on rodenticide costs, and the labor is provided by 
the landowner (Reichenbach 1993). Control work on the SMP is conducted 
by commercial applicators under contract with the district, with private 
landowners also paying 20% of the costs (Reichenbach 1993). Prairie 
dogs on state lands in the SMP were poisoned in 1991, with the state 
covering all of the costs. Likewise, the Medicine Bow National Forest 
contracted out lands in coordination with contractors under the SMP for 
FY 1991. In 1992 the state and the U.S. Forest Service were unable to
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
36
fund prairie dog control, but both gave permission to allow treatment if 
funds were available elsewhere. The district treated the state and 
federal lands as private lands, and cost-shared accordingly with lessees 
and permittees (see table 25).
Table 24.--Converse County budget for prairie dog control in the Special 
Management Program, 1991-1993 (Reichenbach 1993).
Year Category Budgeted Spent Subsidy^
1991-
1992
Administration 
Operations 
Indirect Costs 
Capital Outlay 
TOTAL
$15,000.00 
$100,000.00 
$3,000.00 
$10,000.00 
$128,000.00
$0.00 
$97,617.86 
$220.02 
$0.00 
$97,837.88 $78,270.30
1992-
1993
Administration 
Operations 
Indirect Costs 
Capital Outlay 
TOTAL
$15,000.00 
$71,100.00 
$3,000.00 
$0.00 
$89,100.00
$0.00 
$89,Oil.64 
$88.36 
$0.00 
$89,100.00 $71,280.00
 ̂District costs under an 80% cost-share agreement with landowners.
Table 25 
1993.
1.--Prairie dog control (ac) in the Converse County SMP, 1991-
Land Category 1991-1992 1992-1993 Total
Private 21,385 12,125 33,510
State 2, 337 1,700 4,037
Federal 7,000 4,225 11,225
TOTAL 30,722 18,050 48,772
Source: Reichenbach, R. 1993. Converse County Weed and Pest Control
District Supervisor. Letter of March 26, 1993 to David Holley.
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Johnson County
The Johnson County Weed and Pest control provided general 
rodenticide information for 1989 through 1992 {see table 26). 
Rodenticides were sold under a cost-share agreement with landowners.
The EPA ban on above-ground uses of strychnine in 1988 was probably a 
determining factor in the increased sale of strychnine oats in that 
fiscal year (Litzel 1993).
Approximately 90% of the rodenticide budget was spent for prairie
Table 26.— District rodenticide budget for Johnson County, 1989-1992
Fiscal
Year
Budgeted for 
Rodenticides
Rodenticide 
Expendi tures
Cost-share 
Funds Received
Subsidy for 
Rodent Control
1989 $20,000.00 $8,932.65 $5,721.29 $3,211.36
1990 $5,000.00 $1,835.02 $278.66 $1,556.36
1991 $2,500.00 $3,829.03 $1,489.09 $2,339.94
1992 $3,100.00 $3,070.60 $1,085.04 $1,985.56
TOTAL $28,600.00 $17,667.30 $8,574.08 $9,093.22
Source: Litzel, R. 1993. Johnson County Weed and Pest Control
District Supervisor. Letter of March 22, 1993 to David Holley.
dog control (Litzel 1993), bringing total district costs for prairie dog 
control in fiscal years 1989-1992 to $15,900.57.
Natrona County
The Natrona County Weed and Pest Control District purchased 
$16,590.52 on rodenticides for prairie dog control during 1989-1992, 
which were then provided to landowners under a 75% cost-share agreement 
(Hagood 1993) . The district does not conduct any direct prairie dog 
control (Hagood 1993).
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Niobrara County
The Niobrara County Weed and Pest Control District spent $66,425 
on rodenticides for prairie dog control during fiscal years 1989-1992 
(see table 27) (Mahnke 1993). Under cost-share agreements, this 
amounted to a subsidy of $53,140 for prairie dog control. Acreage 
figures for the special management program were not available.
Table 27,--Cost of prairie dog control on the Niobrara Special 
Management Program, fiscal years 1989-1992.
Fiscal Year_______ Rodenticide Expenditures Prairie Dog Control Subsidy
1989 $ 16,450.00 $ 13,160.00
1990 $ 31,275.00 $ 25,020.00
1991 $ 11,500.00 $ 9,200.00
1992 $ 7,200.00 $ 5,760.00
TOTAL $ 66,425.00 $ 53,140.00
Source: Mahnke, G. 1993. Secretary to District Supervisor, Niobrara
County Weed and Pest Control District. Letter of March 30, 1993 to 
David Holley.
Park County
The Park County Weed and Pest Control District provided 
information for 1992. The only prairie dog control project occurred 
near the Cody Airport. The City of Cody paid a private contractor 
$296.00 for eight hours of labor. The district purchased fumitoxin 
(aluminum phosphide tablets) for $162.75, and the City of Cody purchased 
12 lb. of zinc phosphide for $43.20, bringing the total project cost to 
$501.95 (Parsons 1993).
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Platte County
The Platte County Weed and Pest Control District provided 
information for fiscal years 1988 through 1991 (see table 28). In 1989 
the cost-share agreement for sale of rodenticides for prairie dog 
control fell from 40% to 20%, decreasing the value of the district 
subsidy to landowners.
Table 28.--Platte County budget for rodenticides for prairie dog 
control, 1988-1991.
Fiscal Year Cost-share Program District Cost (Subsidy)
1988 40% $1,192.00
1989 20% $374.00
1990 20% $358.00
1991 20% $228.00
TOTAL --- $2,152.00
Source: Shoemaker, B. 1993. Platte County Weed and Pest Control
District Supervisor. Letter of April 13, 1993 to David Holley.
Sheridan County
The Sheridan County Weed and Pest Control District budgets 
$7,525.00 per year for the purchase of zinc phosphide and Rotox 
(aluminum phosphide) tablets for prairie dog control. The district 
provides these chemicals at a 40% cost-share arrangement with 
landowners, amounting to an annual subsidy of $3,010.00 (Jenn pers, 
comm.).
Weston County
The Weston County Weed and Pest Control District provided 
information for 1990-1993. During 1990-1991, the district conducted a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
90
prairie dog control program in conjunction with eleven ranchers on 2,705 
ha (6,685 a c ) , A commercial applicator was contracted for $23,864.50 to 
apply pre-bait and zinc phosphide oats. The district paid $20,170.60 
(80%) under a cost-share arrangement with the ranchers. There were no 
other projects in 1992 or 1993 (Fordyce 1993).
Summary of State Programs
Approaches to prairie dog control at the state level can be 
generally classified into three main groups; 1) states that actively 
pursue control through state and county agencies, 2) states that support 
cooperative control by federal ADC, and 3) states that do nothing, or 
very little. There is a lot of variability within each group, 
particularly the first one, and some states pursue dual approaches 
(i.e.. South Dakota) or change strategies as new state laws and 
cooperative agreements are instituted.
States with active prairie dog control programs include Kansas 
(6,932 ha documented during 1983-1995), South Dakota (42,790 ha 
documented during 1985-1987 and 1989-1992), and Wyoming (22,443 ha 
documented during 1990-1993). In privately-owned Kansas, counties and 
townships have enacted resolutions to force prairie dog control upon 
landowners. Penalties for noncompliance are provided for in law (and 
have been employed), although some townships and counties employ cost- 
share subsidies for the sale of poison bait, or provide free labor to 
cooperating landowners.
South Dakota relies upon penalty provisions to achieve prairie dog 
control. Two state agencies, the South Dakota Department of Agriculture 
and the Animal Damage Control Division of Game, Fish and Parks, conduct 
direct prairie dog control and provide technical assistance to 
landowners. The South Dakota Department of Agriculture uses regulatory 
disincentives to force control at landowner expense, and also 
manufactures and sells zinc phosphide. The Animal Damage Control
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Division performs control as a government service when prairie dogs move 
to private land from uncontrolled public lands. South Dakota is 
somewhat unique in that federal ADC is also a player in direct control, 
accounting for 7,538 ha (18,626 ac) during 1990 to 1994.
Wyoming law provides for cost-share subsidies for prairie dog 
control through special management programs (SMPs) administered by the 
county weed and pest districts. Districts often cost-share with 
landowners for the cost of rodenticides regardless of the existence of 
an SMP in the district. These cost-share agreements allow landowners to 
realize a 20%-80% reduction in cost for prairie dog control chemicals.
Federal ADC is the lead agency in state prairie dog control in 
Arizona (1,399 ha documented during 1989-1994), Nebraska (28,488 ha 
documented during 1990-1994), and New Mexico (13,312 ha documented in 
1988 and during 1990-1994). Through state and county appropriations to 
ADC, these states effectively "contract out" for prairie dog control.
In states where prairie dog control is not widely practiced by 
state agencies or supported by agreements with the federal ADC program 
(i.e., Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Texas, and Utah), 
private control may be significant. Private control in these (and 
other) states may utilize stores of illegal chemicals (e.g., strychnine) 
or misuse legally purchased rodenticides. Some states in this category 
are not perceived as having significant prairie dog "problems" (i.e., 
Utah), therefore control has not received legislative or government 
agency attention.
However, Colorado and Montana fund small state programs through 
their agriculture departments that provide technical assistance and 
occasionally perform direct control. These states have the existing 
legal framework and agency expertise to potentially "step up" to the 
level of control that is presently practiced in South Dakota and 
Wyoming. In fact, the Colorado Department of Agriculture employed 16 
full time personnel in rodent control as recently as 1985. Colorado has
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experienced the greatest change in approach to prairie dog control, 
formerly conducting a widespread direct control campaign {253,000 ha 
during 1975-1979) but presently limited to community service projects 
along highways and right-of-ways. This change probably owes more to 
government and tax reform than to any breakthroughs in thinking 
concerning prairie dogs themselves.
Lastly, in the states where control is not widely practiced, the 
federal ADC program still maintains a presence. During 1990-1994, ADC 
distributed poison bait or provided technical support for prairie dog 
control in every state in the study (APHIS ADC 1994b). Federal ADC 
formerly played a larger role in prairie dog control in Texas (1,647 ha 
documented during 1985-1994), but widespread mistrust in federal 
government may have caused the decline of that program.
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CHAPTER 4. DISCUSSION
Biological Impacts
This paper documents 418,314 ha {1,033,640 ac) of prairie dog 
control by federal programs, and 68,458 ha (169,157 ac) of prairie dog 
control by state programs during 1978-1996. These figures are 
conservative, being largely incomplete with respect to both area (e.g., 
Colorado and Kansas) and time. This estimate does not include hectares 
poisoned as a result of technical assistance from federal or state 
agencies, or from the estimated use of zinc phosphide poison bait sold 
from the Pocatello Supply Depot (20,400 kg/yr), and the South Dakota 
Department of Agriculture (28,000 kg/yr). Prairie dog control by 
private landowners, and illegal poisoning on public lands also cannot be 
determined. All of these unknowns are likely very significant factors 
in the overall assessment of current prairie dog control practices. It 
is important to note, however, that the figures presented here contain 
many hectares of retreatment, and do not account for the resilience and 
potential recovery of prairie dogs (expansion and immigration) in 
recently treated areas. Whatever the true acreage of prairie dog 
control has been during 1978-1996, one could not conclude that prairie 
dogs have therefore been reduced by that acreage, or that they have been 
reduced at all.
More meaningful than an overall numerical assessment then, is an 
understanding of land management practices, prairie dog distributions, 
and the laws, policies, and other factors that either limit or encourage 
prairie dogs. Federal land management agencies, in particular the U.S. 
Forest Service, have generally not embraced enlightened management 
policies to permit reestablishment of the prairie dog ecosystem. The 
unifying feature of prairie dog management on the grasslands of the 
National Forest System is the artificial limitation of the prairie dogs
93
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
94
to a fraction of the potential available area. The prairie dog 
poisoning program on the Nebraska National Forest, for example, denies 
prairie dogs approximately 97% of the potential habitat available to 
them. Management plans for the grasslands establish "acceptable" 
numbers of towns and total acreage, when they should be articulating 
viable population characteristics and ecologically meaningful prairie 
dog distributions.
The numbers game that largely dictates prairie dog management by 
the U.S. Forest Service is in conflict with the agency mandate to 
maintain viable populations of native wildlife species {36 C.F.R. § 
219.19):
In order to insure that viable populations will be 
maintained, habitat must be provided to support, at 
least, a minimum number of reproductive individuals 
and that habitat must be well distributed so that 
those individuals can interact with others in the 
planning area.
Managing such a small percentage of the grasslands for the prairie 
dog ecosystem is of little benefit to wildlife species of concern that 
associate with prairie dogs (i.e., black-footed ferret, ferruginous 
hawk, burrowing owl, and northern swift fox), which may potentially lead 
to extirpation and further costly federal management.
While proponents of prairie dog poisoning on multiple-use lands 
usually justify control as a necessary action to protect the range 
resource and improve forage availability, overgrazing by livestock may 
be more responsible for problems of soil erosion, changes in vegetation 
composition, and for the conditions that make sites attractive for 
prairie dogs. Poor range conditions caused by improper livestock 
grazing have been identified on 2,183 grazing allotments in the six 
western regions of the NFS (U.S. GAO 1991). These areas, comprising 24% 
of the NFS grazing allotments in the west, were judged to have declining 
range conditions in conflict with other resource values, including 
wildlife habitat (U.S. GAO 1991). Given that grazing fees on public 
lands ($1.97 per AUM in 1991) are considerably below private market
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values {U.S. GAO 1991b), prairie dog poisoning on the grasslands of the 
National Forest System to maintain populations at arbitrarily low levels 
should be economically unnecessary, as well as ecologically untenable. 
Allowing prairie dogs to recover to a modest 10% of the potential 
habitat on the grasslands would constitute a tremendous gain for prairie 
dogs and associated species.
Economic Impacts
Costs associated with the control projects documented herein
account for federal, state, and local spending in excess of 510,000,000.
This cost estimate is conservative, as agencies generally do not report 
associated costs such as ferret surveys, administrative expenses, and 
contributed labor. Many agencies were unable to provide any breakdown 
in costs for prairie dog control (e.g.. Animal Damage Control). Other 
costs associated with prairie dog control include the maintenance of 
registrations and licenses for toxicants, and the cost for special 
management and recovery efforts for species negatively affected by 
poisoning campaigns aimed at the prairie dog (Miller et al. 1990).
These costs are already mounting, with expenditures by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for management of the black-footed ferret passing the 
55 million mark in 1993 (Shanks pars. comm.).
Prairie dog poisoning may not always be cost-effective,
potentially involving a significant investment in funds, labor, and 
time. Collins et al. (1984) demonstrated on the Buffalo Gap National 
Grassland, that with realistic rates of prairie dog repopulation, the 
costs of periodic prairie dog control were greater than the value of 
forage gained for livestock. High annual repopulation rates (30%) would 
require frequent retreatment, making prairie dog control an economic 
loss from rancher viewpoints (Collins et al. 1984). Without U.S. Forest 
Service participation in prairie dog control on national grasslands 
acting as a subsidy to grazing permittees, the true costs of control
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would have to be acknowledged. Indeed, the U.S. Forest Service has 
acknowledged that "it seems intuitively obvious that the monetary 
returns to the taxpayer from any level of prairie dog control will not 
meet the costs of such control" (Medicine Bow NF 1981) .
In contrast to the high costs of prairie dog control, sport 
shooters have demonstrated that there is a significant economic benefit 
to maintaining large prairie dog complexes, by contributing 
approximately $3.2 million annually in the communities surrounding the 
Buffalo Gap National Grassland (Sharps 1988). In the final analysis, it 
may be more cost-effective (and biologically responsible) to change 
prairie dog management in the federal agencies from a direct control 
program, towards an approach that compensates landowners and permittees 
for integrating prairie dogs into rangeland management practices (see 
Miller et al. 1990). In the case of federal Animal Damage Control, 
neither the present agency mandate or culture would be suited for such a 
task. The federal land agencies, however, have at least been speaking 
the language of biodiversity for some time, and may be well-suited to 
the task of implementing conservation partnerships, allotment plans, and 
land exchanges for the benefit of prairie dogs and prairie ecosystems.
Public Accountability
There is little publicly available information on the prairie dog 
control programs of state and federal government agencies. Agency 
records on pesticide use, project costs, historic control records, and 
the cumulative impacts of prairie dog control are incomplete, and do not 
serve land managers or the interested public. Reporting is often 
inadequate for meaningful public involvement, and occasionally 
misleading. For example, direct control projects by ADC have a much 
greater impact on prairie dogs than is reported by the program. In 1990 
ADC publicly reported killing 548 prairie dogs (APHIS ADC 1994a), while
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a more reasonable estimate based on the area treated is 646,229 (see 
table 5) .
A  serious accountability issue is the lack of supervision 
regarding chemicals distributed by ADC for technical assistance 
projects. Technical assistance control accounts for nearly as much zinc 
phosphide use as direct control projects, yet are not monitored by ADC. 
Therefore, ADC cannot report (or know) the number of hectares of prairie 
dog habitat that is poisoned through all aspects of their program.
Taking this argument further, ADC (and all other agencies) do not 
include information on the extent of poisoning by other federal and 
state agencies and private individuals in the preparation of project 
plans. The cumulative impacts of current prairie dog control programs 
on the remaining prairie dog ecosystem are not known.
The consideration of cumulative impacts to prairie dogs is a
critical issue of black-footed ferret recovery:
Primary and secondary poisoning of ferrets combined 
with the cumulative impact of control programs on 
their primary habitat (prairie dog colonies) will have 
an adverse impact on the survival and recovery of this 
species. As prairie dog colonies become smaller and 
their spacing more distant, it can be theorized that 
ferret populations would suffer the following 
consequences: (1) reduced gene flow; (2) decreased
ability to disperse to new colonies; and (3) lowered 
mating success {U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1990).
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that prairie dog 
control by ADC in the United States could exceed 40,740 ha/yr (100,000 
ac/yr) (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1990).
Federal involvement in prairie dog control by ADC duplicates the 
efforts of state programs and complicates the assessment of regional 
effects on the prairie ecosystem. Potential advantages to consolidating 
prairie dog control in a centralized federal agency would include: 1)
consistency in policy; 2) consistency in data collection and reporting;
3) improved access to records via computer networks and Freedom of 
Information Act (5 U.S.C. Section 552) responsibilities; and 4) 
responsible knowledge and consideration of cumulative impacts. However,
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the federal ADC program fails to realize all of these accountability 
aspects, with each regional and state program of ADC operating much as a 
separate entity. Prairie dog control by ADC is not biologically or 
economically defensible, and should be terminated and replaced with a 
program that favors strategies for cooperative management, with 
incentives for maintaining prairie dogs as a viable component of the 
Great Plains.
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APPENDIX A. VERTEBRATE WILDLIFE ASSOCIATED WITH BLACK-TAILED PRAIRIE DOG 
COLONIES IN WESTERN SOUTH DAKOTA (SHARPS AND URESK 1990)
Common Name Scientific Name
Reptiles and Amphibians
Eastern tiger salamander
Great plains toad
Western chorus frog
Bullfrog
Turtles
Lizards
Western plains garter snake 
Western smooth green snake 
Bullsnake
Prairie rattlesnake 
Birds
Great blue heron 
Trumpeter swan 
Canada goose 
Mallard 
Gadwall
Northern pintail 
Blue-winged teal 
Northern shoveler 
Canvasback 
Turkey vulture 
Red-tailed hawk 
Swainson's hawk 
Rough-legged hawk 
Ferruginous hawk 
Golden eagle 
Bald eagle 
Northern harrier 
Prairie falcon 
Merlin
American kestrel 
Sharp-tailed grouse 
Ring-necked pheasant 
Sora
Killdeer
Long-billed curlew 
Upland sandpiper 
Long-billed dowitcher 
Wilsons phalarope 
Ring-billed gull 
Rock dove 
Mourning dove 
Great-horned owl 
Snowy owl 
Burrowing owl 
Short-eared owl 
Common nighthawk 
Belted kingfisher 
Northern flicker 
Red-headed woodpecker
Ambystoma tigrinum 
Bufo cognatus 
Pseudacris triseriata 
Rana catesbeiana 
Emydidae spp.
Iquamidae spp. 
Thamnophis radix 
Opheodrys vernalis 
Pituophis melanoleucus 
Crotalus viridus
Ardea herodias 
Cygnus buccinator 
Branta canadensis 
Anas platyrhynchos 
A. strepera 
A. acuta 
A. discors
A. cloypeata 
Aytbya valisineria 
Cathartes aura 
Buteo jamaicensis
B. swainsoni
B. lagopus
B. regalis 
Aquila chrysaetos 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Circus cyaneus
Falco mexicanus 
F. columbarius 
F. sparverius 
Tympanuchus cupido 
Phasianus colchicus 
Porzana Carolina 
Chadrius vociferus 
Numenius americanus 
Bartramina longicauda 
Limnodromus scolopaceus 
Phalaropus tricolor 
Larus delawarensis 
Columbia livia 
Zenaida macroura 
Bubo virginianus 
Nyctea scandiaca 
Athene cunicularia 
Asio flammeus 
Chordieles minor 
Ceryle alcyon 
Colaptes auratus 
Melanerpes carolinus
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Downy woodpecker
Eastern kingbird
Western kingbird
Say's phoebe
Horned lark
Violet-green swallow
Northern rough-winged swallow
Barn swallow
Cliff swallow
Blue jay
Black-billed magpie 
Northern raven 
American crow 
Northern mockingbird 
Gray catbird 
American robin 
Eastern bluebird 
Mountain bluebird 
Water pipit 
Northern shrike 
Loggerhead shrike 
European starling 
Yellow warbler 
Yellow-breasted chat 
Common yellowthroat 
House sparrow 
Bobolink
Western meadowlark 
Yellow-headed blackbird 
Red-winged blackbird 
Brewer's blackbird 
Common grackle 
Brown-headed cowbird 
Western tanager 
Dickcissel 
Common redpoll 
Pine siskin 
American goldfinch 
Rufus-sided towhee 
Lark bunting 
Grasshopper sparrow 
Vesper sparrow 
Lark sparrow 
Slate-colored junco 
Oregon junco 
Chipping sparrow 
White-crowned sparrow 
McCown's longspur 
Chestnut-collard longspur 
Mammals
Picoides pubescens
Tayrannus tyrannus
T. verticalis
Sayornis saya
Eremophila alpestris
Tachycineta thalassina
Stelgidopteryx serripennis
Hirundo rustica
H. pyrrhonota
Cyanocitta cristata
Pica pica
Corvus corax
C. brachyrhnochos
Mimun polyglottes
Dumetella carolines is
Turdus migratorius
Sialia sialis
S. Currocoides
Anthus spinoletta
Lanius excubitor
L. ludovicianus
Sturnus vulgaris
Dendroica petechia
Icteria virens
Geothlypis tricas
Passer domesticus
Dolichonyx oryzivorus
Sturnella neglecta
Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus
Agelafus phoeniceus
Euphagus cyanocephalus
Quiscalus quiscala
Molothrus a ter
Piranga ludovidiana
Spiza americana
Carduelis flammea
C. pinus
C. tristis
Pipilo erythrophthalmus 
Calamospiza melanocorys 
Ammodramus savannarum 
Pooecetes grammineus 
Chondestes grammacus 
Junco hyemalis hyemalis 
J.H. Oreganus 
Spizella passernia 
Zonotrichia leucophrys 
Calcarius mccownii
C. ornatus
Shrews
Bats
Eastern cottontail 
Desert cottontail 
White-tailed jackrabbit 
Black-tailed jackrabbit 
13-lined ground squirrel 
Black-tailed prairie dog 
Northern pocket gopher 
Plains pocket gopher 
Olive-backed pocket mouse
Soricidae spp. 
Vespertilionidae spp. 
Sylvilagus floridanus
S. auduboni 
Lepus townsendii 
L. californicus 
Spermophilus tridecemlineatus 
Cynomys ludovicianus 
Thomomys talpoides 
Geomys bursarlus 
Perognathus fasciatus
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Hispid pocket mouse 
Ord's kangaroo rat 
Plains harvest mouse 
Western harvest mouse 
Deer mouse
Northern grasshopper mouse
Prairie vole
Norway rat
House mouse
Porcupine
Raccoon
Long-tailed weasel 
Black-footed ferret 
Mink 
Badger
Spotted skunk 
Striped skunk 
Coyote 
Red fox
Northern swift fox
Bobcat
Mule deer
White-tailed deer
Pronghorn
Bison
P. hispidus 
Dipodomys ordli 
Reithrodontomys montanus 
R. megalotis 
Peromyscus maniculatus 
Onychomys leucogaster 
Microtus ochrogaster 
Rattus norvégiens 
Mus Musculus 
Erethizon dorsatum 
Procyon la tor 
Mustela frenata 
M. nigripes 
M. vison 
Taxidae taxus 
Spilogale Putorius 
Mephitis mephitis 
Canis latrans 
Vulpes vulpes 
Vulpes velox 
Felix rufus 
Odocoileus hemionus
O. virginianus 
Antilocapra americana 
Bison bison
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APPENDIX B. SAMPLE REQUEST FOR INFORMATION MADE TO FEDERAL AGENCIES
INVOLVED WITH PRAIRIE DOG CONTROL
Cheri Oswalt
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
Federal Building Room 600 
6505 Belcrest Rd.
Hyattsville, MD 20782
RE : Freedom of Information Act
Date: March 1, 1993
Dear Ms. Oswalt:
The Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) and Animal Damage 
Control (ADC) play a central role in prairie dog control throughout the 
western U.S. In order to better understand the costs of such programs, 
we request the following information under the Freedom of Information 
Act, 5 U.S.C. Section 552:
1. All records and annual reports summarizing the total annual budget 
for APHIS and ADC for fiscal years 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992 and 1993. We
request this information for the national program, the Denver Wildlife 
Research Center, the Pocatello Supply Depot, and the following states:
Montana South Dakota Colorado Texas
Wyoming North Dakota Arizona Kansas
Oklahoma New Mexico Nebraska Utah
2. All records summarizing the budget and total annual expenditures for 
APHIS and ADC for prairie dog control efforts, again for the national 
program, and all of the above states for fiscal years 1989 - 1993.
3. All documents, work plans and Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) 
currently in effect between APHIS or ADC and the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the Bureau of Reclamation, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
the U.S. Forest Service, the National Park Service, the Department of 
Defense, and all state agencies of the above states relating to prairie 
dog control efforts.
4. All reports, internal memoranda, policy documents, handbook or 
manual provisions, and other information prepared within the last five 
years which set out the policies of APHIS and ADC with regard to prairie 
dog c ontrol.
5. All documents in the possession of APHIS and ADC which have been 
prepared by APHIS, ADC or any agents, contractors or others with respect 
to compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. 
Section 4321 et. seq., relating to prairie dog control.
6. All documents relating to consultations between APHIS or ADC and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service undertaken pursuant to the Endangered 
Species Act, 16 U.S.C Section 1531 et. seq., relating to the control of 
prairie d o g s .
7. All records, reports, summaries, and other documents prepared by 
ADC, APHIS, contractors, or agents thereof detailing the results of any
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prairie dog poisoning programs conducted pursuant to funding provided by 
ADC or APHIS for that purpose, including but not limited to summaries of 
time expended controlling prairie dogs, acreages poisoned, areas 
poisoned, effectiveness of control, kill rates, type of poison used and 
unintended consequences, preferably on an annual basis for fiscal years 
1989 - 1993, and by state if available.
8. All documents and annual reports that pertain to the manufacture and 
distribution of zinc phosphide at the Pocatello Supply Depot for fiscal 
years 1989 - 1993.
Our priority for release of information is for the states of Montana, 
Wyoming, and South Dakota. Please release information as it is reviewed, 
rather than all at once, if that will facilitate rapid, legal response.
As you know, the Freedom of Information Act provides that if portions of 
a document are exempt from release, the remainder must be segregated and 
disclosed. Therefore, I expect to receive all non-exempt portions of the 
documents I have requested, and I ask that you identify any deletions by 
reference to specific exemptions allowed under the FOIA. I reserve the 
right to appeal your decision to withhold any materials and will likely 
do so. Please provide the name of the official to whom administrative 
appeals should be addressed.
Pursuant to 55 2 ( a ) (4)(A), the FOIA provides for a waiver of fees if 
disclosure is "primarily benefiting the general public." The 
Environmental Studies Program at the University of Montana has had a
long interest in public land management issues, and a long history of
providing detailed information to the broader public on federal land 
management issues. We fully intend to use the information received under 
this request to further the public's interest in prairie dog management 
and the protection of prairie ecosystems through the preparation of 
scholarly articles and reviews. The records will be available to any 
member of the public upon request and will not be used for financial 
gain. As a non-profit educational institution acting in the public 
interest, we request a full waiver of fees. We request to be notified 
immediately in the event that a full fee waiver is not granted.
If you have any questions regarding the scope of the materials 
requested, please feel free to contact me at this office. We request 
that the documents be made available in a timely manner, which the FOIA
defines as within 10 days of receipt of this letter.
Very truly yours.
David Roemer
Environmental Studies Program 
University of Montana 
Missoula, MT 59812 
(406) 243-4589 
fax: 406-243-4076
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APPENDIX C. LIST OF CONTACTS
Name Title/Office Agency
William Clay Dir., Operational Support Staff APHIS ADC
Linda Penry Operational Support Staff APHIS ADC
Rick Wadleigh Operational Support Staff APHIS ADC
Martin Mendosa Operational Support Staff APHIS ADC
Larry Thomas Operational Support Staff APHIS ADC
C. Oswalt FOIA Coordinator APHIS ADC
Stuart McDonald Public Affairs Specialist APHIS ADC
Laurie Paulik Librarian APHIS ADC DWRC
K.A. Fagerstone Zinc Phosphide Consortium Coor. APHIS ADC DWRC
Ed Schafer Denver Wildlife Research Center APHIS ADC DWRC
Don Despain Pocatello Supply Depot APHIS ADC PSD
Joe Packhim Manager, Pocatello Supply Depot APHIS ADC PSD
Richard Phillips State Director APHIS ADC AZ
Larry Handegard State Director APHIS ADC MT
Alex Lara State Director APHIS ADC NM
Alan May Las Cruces Office APHIS ADC NM
Larry Killgo Supervisor APHIS ADC NM
David E. Williams State Director APHIS ADC NE
John Paulson State Director APHIS ADC ND
George Graves State Director APHIS ADC OK
Mike Bodenchuck District Supervisor APHIS ADC SD
Robert Beach State Director APHIS ADC TX
Rick Gilliland District Supervisor APHIS ADC TX
Hoppy Turman Fort Stockton Office APHIS ADC TX
John Dorsett District Supervisor APHIS ADC TX
Board of Supervisors AZ Apache County
Craig Levee 
Ed Minch 
Paul Micodeen 
Terry Johnson 
Kim Kime 
Bill Van Pelt 
Jerry Kaiser 
Bob Badelyon 
Ken Parr 
Steve Forrest 
Cal McClusky 
Bill Grossi 
Lee Upham 
Frances Cherry Jr. 
Andy Demis 
F.W. Eikenberry 
Dave Roberts 
Jim Silva 
Craig Flentie 
Dan Bricco 
Bob Hall 
Steve Madsen 
Mike Albee 
Gary Lebsack 
Ron Soiseth 
John Grensten 
James E. Connell 
Dan Baggao 
Dave Hest 
Dennis Rosseau 
Jerry Bohlender 
Mike Threlkeld 
Steven W. Horn 
William F. Andelt 
Pamela R. Knowles 
Craig J. Knowles 
Sheridan Stone 
Joyce Babney 
William Jacques 
Charles Botapka
Board of Supervisors 
Board of Supervisors 
Board of Supervisors 
Vector Control
State Pesticide Adv. Comm, Coor.
Environmental Services
Chief, Nongame and End. Wildlife
Nongame wildlife Specialist
Nongame wildlife Specialist
Land and Minerals
wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Senior Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Acting State Director
Wildlife Biologist
Associate State Director
Wildlife Biologist
Resource Advisor, Wildlife
Wildlife Biologist 
Wildlife Biologist 
Project Coordinator 
Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist 
Area Manager 
Wildlife Biologist
Tribal Game, Fish and Parks Dept.
Veterinarian
Chief Of Rodent Control
Commissioner
Extension Wildlife Specialist 
Wildlife Biologist 
wildlife Biologist 
Wildlife Biologist 
Secretary
Noxious Weed Director 
Noxious Weed Director
AZ Coconino County 
AZ Navajo County 
AZ Yavapai County 
AZ Health Dept.
AZ Dept, of Agriculture 
AZ Dept, of Agriculture 
AZ Game and Fish Dept.
AZ Game and Fish Dept.
AZ Game and Fish Dept.
BIA
BIA
BIA
Biota Research and Consulting 
BLM
BLM State Office, Arizona 
BLM State Office, Colorado 
BLM State Office, Montana 
BLM State Office, New Mexico 
BLM State Office, Wyoming 
BLM State Office, Wyoming 
BLM Albuquerque District 
BLM Lewistown District 
BLM Miles City District 
BLM Phoenix District 
BLM Vernal District 
BLM Little Snake RA 
BLM Newcastle RA 
BLM Phillips RA 
BLM Phillips RA 
BLM Phillips RA 
BLM Roswell FlA 
BLM Socorro RA 
Cheyenne River Sioux 
CO Dept, of Agriculture 
CO Dept, of Agriculture 
CO Dept, of Agriculture 
CO St. Coop. Ext. Office 
FaunaWest Wildlife Cons. 
FaunaWest Wildlife Cons.
Fort Huachuca 
KS Cheyenne Co.
KS Clark Co.
KS Decatur Co.
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Marylin Horn 
Greg Krissek 
P.A. Fishburn 
Charles D. Lee 
Bill Hlavachick 
Keith Foster 
Bill Beouger 
Doug Dumler 
Don Burch 
S. Williams 
Leona Randolph 
John Repshire 
Carla J. Stovall 
Chris Buckman 
Gene Algrim 
Janet Rumpel 
Rosalee Stevens 
Bob Bowlen 
Dan Sullivan 
Monty Sullins 
Gary Brandenburg 
Arnold Dood 
Alan Wood 
Dwayne Andrews 
Craig Roberts 
Chris Schubert 
Gere Frisso 
Jed Elrod 
Greg Schmidt 
Dave Johnson 
Mike Roy 
Sandy Wells 
Kevin Holly 
Norman Murray 
M.J. Shaughnessy 
Kim Davitt 
Renee Grandi 
Tom Skeele 
Bob Rattlingleaf 
Gary Holshide 
Ken Anderson 
Alvin Miller 
Doug Hansen 
Roger Scheibe 
Jimmy Krsnak 
Deborah Stout 
Roby Wallace 
Hon. Pat williams 
Dallas Miller 
Ed Stern 
Bob Forest 
Arnold Aspelin 
Jerry Cline 
Earl Tanner 
Clint McCarthy 
Ron Hecker 
Bob Anderson 
Gary Foli 
Gary Petik 
Pete Grinde 
Pamela Brown 
Renee Galeano-Popp 
Malcom R. Edwards 
Don Heiser 
Greg Schenbeck 
Mark Ball 
Steve Tapia 
Linda Davis 
Tim Byer 
Tom Cartwright 
Bob Leachman 
Dan Mulhern 
Gary Patton 
Dick Mitchell 
Doug Searls 
Kemper McMaster 
Lynn Nymeyer
County Clerk
Secretary of Agriculture
Agriculture Liason
Chief, Wildlife Mgmt. Section
Noxious Weed Director
County Clerk
Noxious Weed Director
Noxious Weed Director
County Clerk
County Clerk
Noxious Weed Director
Attorney General
Noxious Weed Director
County Extension Agent
County Clerk
County Clerk
Noxious Weed Director
Vertebrate Pest Specialist
Vertebrate Pest Specialist
Area Manager
Wildlife Biologist 
Area Manager 
Area Manager
Pest and Noxious Weed Program 
Wildlife Biologist
Plant Industry Division
Non-game Program 
Wildlife Biologist
Tribal Game, Fish and Parks Dept.
Finance Office 
ADC Supervisor 
Director, Wildlife Division 
Dir., Div. of Regulatory Services 
Admin., Office of Plant Industry
Member, US House of Rep.
Office of Pesticides
Office of Pesticides
Zinc Phosphide Production Manager
Chief, Economic Analysis Branch
Wildlife Biologist
Range Technician
Forest Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Range Technician
Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Range Conservationist
District Ranger
Wildlife Biologist
District Ranger
District Ranger
Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
FOIA Coordinator
Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement
Office of Ecological Services
Wildlife Biologist
Endangered Species Office
Wildlife Biologist
Wildlife Biologist
Refuge Manager
MT Dept. 
MT Dept. 
MT Dept. 
MT Dept. 
MT Dept. 
MT Dept.
NM Dept. 
NM Dept,
OK Dept. 
OK Dept.
KS Decatur Co.
KS Dept, of Agriculture 
KS Dept, of Agriculture 
KS Dept, of Wildl., Parks 
KS Dept, of Wildl., Parks 
KS Finney Co.
KS Gove C o .
KS Gray Co.
KS Hamilton Co.
KS Haskell Co.
KS Kearny Co.
KS Logan Co.
KS Office of Atty Gen.
KS Pawnee Co.
KS Rush Co. Ext. Office 
KS Sherman Co.
KS Thomas C o .
KS Wallace Co.
MT Dept, of Agriculture 
of Agriculture 
of State Lands 
Fish Wildlife and Parks 
of State Lands 
of State Lands 
of State Lands 
NE Dept of Agriculture 
NE Dept of A g . Bur. of Plant Ind. 
NM Dept, of Agriculture
of Game and Fish 
of State Parks 
National Wildlife Federation 
OK Dept, of Agriculture 
of Agriculture 
of Wildl. Conservation 
OK Nat. Heritage Inv.
Predator Project 
Predator Project 
Predator Project 
Rosebud Sioux 
SD Legislative Audit
SD Dept. Game, Fish and Parks
Game, Fish and Parks
Game, Fish and Parks
of Agriculture 
SD Dept, of Agriculture 
The Ecology Center 
The Nature Conservancy 
US House of Representatives 
US EPA 
US EPA 
US EPA 
US EPA
ÜSFS Cimarron National Grassland
USFS Comanche National Grassland
USFS Custer National Forest
USFS Custer NF Ashland RD
USFS Custer NF Grand River RD
USFS Custer NF McKenzie RD
USFS Custer NF McKenzie RD
USFS Custer NF Medora RD
USFS Kiowa and Rita Blanca NG
USFS Lincoln National Forest
USFS Medicine Bow National Forest
USFS Medicine Bow National Forest
USFS Nebraska National Forest
USFS Pawnee National Grassland
USFS Pike and San Isabel NF
USFS Pike and San Isabel NF
USFS Thunder Basin NG
USFS Thunder Basin NG
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS
USFWS Buffalo Lake NWR
SD Dept. 
SD Dept. 
SD Dept.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
106
Bill Haglan 
Fred Armstrong 
H . S . Cables 
Ken McDonald 
Boyd Blackwell 
Julie St. John 
Clarke Abbey
Wildlife Biologist
Resource Management Specialist
Acting Director
Wildlife Biologist
Mammals Program Coordinator
USFWS C.M. Russell NWR 
US NPS Guadalupe Mountains NP 
US NPS Washington Office 
UT Div. of Wildlife Resources 
UT Div. of Wildlife Resources 
Wildlife Damage Review 
wildlife Damage Review
Jon Sharps Wildlife Biologist Wildlife SystemsT. D. McNamee Weed and Pest Control WY Albany Co.A. Mooney Weed and Pest Control WY Campbell Co.L. Jutesen Weed and Pest Control WY Carbon Co.R. Parson Weed and Pest Control WY Park Co.
R. Reichenbach Weed and Pest Control WY Converse Co.
J. Fordyce Weed and Pest Control WY Weston Co.
R. Haygood Weed and Pest Control WY Natrona Co.
R. Jenn Weed and Pest Control WY Sheridan Co.
G. Mahnke Weed and Pest Control WY Niobrara Co.
R. Litzel Weed and Pest Control WY Johnson Co.
B. Shoemaker Weed and Pest Control WY Platte Co.
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APPENDIX D. USDA FOREST SERVICE CASE STUDIES 
Nebraska National Forest, NE and SD
The Nebraska National Forest and Associated Units (NNF) 
administers the Buffalo Gap and Fort Pierre National Grasslands in South 
Dakota, and the Oglala National Grassland and Nebraska National Forest 
in Nebraska. Most lands in the grasslands were acquired by the federal 
government in the 1920s and 1930s and have been administered by the U.S. 
Forest Service since 1961 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1994) . The 
NNF contains approximately 1,060,000 acres of federal lands, of which 
more than 600,000 acres are suitable habitat for prairie dogs (U.S. 
Forest Service 1989). Black-footed ferrets were reintroduced to the
Conata Basin/Badlands experimental population area in 1994. 
Although the actual release locations were within Badlands National 
Park, the population area includes portions of the Buffalo Gap NG (U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service 1994).
Until the early 1970s, U.S. Forest Service poisoning limited 
prairie dogs to approximately 1,215 ha (3,000 ac) on the NNF (U.S.
Forest Service 1989). Between 1972 and 1978, prairie dog populations 
rose to approximately 17,800 ha (44,000 ac) during a ban on the use of
rodenticides on federal land (U.S. Forest Service 1989). When the
rodenticide ban was lifted, the NNF issued an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) in 1978, and an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 1981, 
outlining directives for prairie dog management (U.S. Forest Service 
1989). These directives called for the preservation of a minimum of 615 
ha (1,520 ac) in Conata Basin of the Buffalo Gap National Grassland for 
the protection of black-footed ferret habitat, and for the chemical 
control of 3,520 to 4,450 ha (8,700 to 11,000 ac) of other prairie dog
populations on the NNF (U.S. Forest Service 1989).
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Chemical control was deemed necessary to address "concerns 
expressed by agricultural interests about the adverse effects of prairie 
dog feeding and digging on range condition and livestock forage 
availability" (Schenbeck and Myhre 1986). During 1978 to 1980, the U.S. 
Forest Service poisoned 11,810 ha (29,520 ac) of prairie dog towns on 
the NNF (Collins et al. 1984). During the same time period, 2,562 ha 
(6,400 ac) required retreatment (Collins et al. 1984). In 1981,
Table 29.--Prairie dog control and project costs for the Nebraska 
National Forest, 1978-1992.
Buffalo Gap NG Oglala NG
Wall RD Fall River RD Pine Ridge RD
Year Acres Cost Acres Cost Acres Cost
1978 5, 360 $38,056 unk. u n k . u n k . unk.
1979 20,884 $100,510 unk. u n k . u n k . un k .
1980 13,600 $64,021 1, 074 $6,956 unk. un k .
1981 17,075 $70,389 663 $6, 564 70 u n k .
1982 6,410 $24,900 6, 835 $27,475 240 $868
1983 8,810 $20,510 5,224 $25,222 15 u n k .
1984 5, 200 $15,725 7,139 $21,232 220 $725
1985 4,255 $29,893 4,582 $19,190 u n k . unk.
1986 2, 134 $5,868 3,847 $16,874 0 $0
1987 2, 693 $14,185 u n k . u n k . u n k . u n k .
1988 4,627 $23,291 555 unk. u n k . u n k .
1989 3, 726 $11,842 1,235 $6, 665 0 $0
1990 2,105 $11,053 1, 134 $6,881 857 $5,767
1991 2,896 $17,376 168 $2,150 292 $1,955
1992 3, 330 $14,724 181 $2,463 336 $2,918
TOTAL 103,105 $462,343 32,637 $141,662 2, 030 $12,233
Source: Annual Ranger District Prairie Dog Control Project Summaries,
1978-1992. Nebraska National Forest, Chadron, NE.
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ranchers began control on an additional 1,800 ha <4,500 ac) of the NNF 
(Collins et al. 1984). According to forest documents, the figures 
reported by Collins et al. (1984) may underestimate the true level of 
control (see table 29). The zinc phosphide control program proved 
"highly effective in reducing prairie dog populations" (U.S. Forest 
Service 1989).
Following a 1983 Regional Office Activity Review of the NNF 
prairie dog management program that was critical of NNF compliance with 
the NFMA, the NNF issued a Black-tailed Prairie Dog Management EA in 
1989 (U.S. Forest Service 1989). The Decision Notice, approved on 
August 17, 1989, makes an amendment to the Forest Plan to designate 
2,630 to 3,240 ha (6,500 to 8,000 ac) of untreated prairie dog towns by
1996 (see table 30), and maintain an additional 4,715 ha (11,650 
ac) of prairie dogs through periodic chemical treatment (U.S. Forest 
Service 1989). "Untreated" colonies may be poisoned periodically to 
limit prairie dog density and colony size. The total acreage of treated 
and untreated prairie dog colonies will not be allowed to exceed 7,690
Table 30.--Management goals for untreated prairie dogs on the Nebraska 
National Forest.
Administrative Unit Colonies Acres
Buffalo Gap NG (East) 30-40 5,400-6,150
Buffalo Gap NG (West) 3-8 700-1,200
Fort Pierre NG 5-10 150-250
Oglala NG 1-3 150-250
Nebraska NF 5-10 100-150
TOTAL 44-71 6,500-8,000
Source: U.S. Forest Service (Nebraska National Forest). 1989.
Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact, Black-tailed 
Prairie Dog Management on the Nebraska National Forest, Samuel R. 
McKelvie National Forest, and Oglala, Buffalo Gap, and Fort Pierre 
National Grasslands. Chadron, NE, 21pp.
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ha (19,000 a c ) , which represents approximately 3% of the potential 
prairie dog habitat on the NNF (see table 31).
The new management guidelines provide for, among other things.
Table 31.--Selected alternatives from the Nebraska National Forest 
environmental assessment for prairie dog management.
Management Parameters Unchanged 
Management
Selected
Alternative
Best Habitat 
Ranking
Potential habitat 
under prairie dog 
management 2.2% 3.0% 3.5%
Untreated acres 3, 485 6,500-8,000 7,800-9,250
Treated acres 10,250 11,650 13,800
Total managed acres 13,735 18,900 22,100
Rodenticides for 
Treatment (lb.) 6, 150 6, 990 8,280
Cost of Treatment $31,000 $35,000 $42,000
Source: U.S. Forest Service (Nebraska National Forest). 1989.
Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact, Black-tailed 
Prairie Dog Management on the Nebraska National Forest, Samuel R. 
McKelvie National Forest, and Oglala, Buffalo Gap, and Fort Pierre 
National Grasslands. Chadron, NE. 21pp.
increased livestock use in Conata Basin by 20%; poisoning designated 
untreated colonies on an "infrequent basis" when deemed necessary; and 
the possible issuance of a Sikes Act Stamp to raise revenue from 
shooting prairie dogs in the Conata Basin (U.S. Forest Service 1989). 
The amendment allows for considerable management flexibility, including 
the consolidation of prairie dog colonies, and the use of any EPA 
approved rodenticide for prairie dog control (U.S. Forest Service 1989) 
The management guidelines incorporated into the Forest Plan 
further direct managers to:
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Strive for a one mile buffer of effective barrier 
between prairie dog colonies on public land and 
private land/Indian Reservation land. Where conflicts 
exist, cooperate with the adjacent landowners to 
resolve the conflicts, including the continued use of 
the land exchange program (U.S. Forest Service 1989).
The 1989 EA also corrects an error in the Forest Plan that had 
prescribed a grazing emphasis for the Conata Basin, when a special 
management area for prairie dog habitat had been intended (U.S. Forest 
Service 1989). The revised guidelines for the Conata Basin Prairie Dog 
Management Area direct managers to maintain 2,100-2,370 ha (5,200-5,850 
ac) of untreated prairie dogs, and additional acreage not to exceed 
5,180 ha (12,800 ac) total (U.S. Forest Service 1989).
There are conflicting estimates concerning the actual extent of 
prairie dog control on the grasslands since the rodenticide ban was 
lifted in 1978. Collins et al. (1984) report 16,358 ha (40,420 ac) of 
control during 1978 and 1981, while project summaries from the 
grasslands document 23,222 ha (57,656 ac) of control for the same 
period. Likewise, the 6,325 ha (15,630 ac) of control on the Buffalo 
Gap NG and Oglala NG reported by Peterson (1993a) (see table 32) differs 
from the 6,580 ha (16,220 ac) documented in the project summaries. All
Table 32.— Prairie dog control on the Buffalo Gap National Grassland and 
Oglala National Grassland, 1989-1992.
Buffalo Gap NG Oglala NG TOTAL
Year Acres $/ac Acres $/ac Acres $/ac
1989 4,284 3 . 15 0 0 4,284 3.15
1990 3, 225 3.21 857 5.73 4,082 3.74
1991 3, 054 3 . 67 285 6.85 3, 339 3.94
1992 3, 589 3.69 336 8.68 3,925 4 . 12
TOTAL 14,152 3.41 1,478 6.62 15,630 3.72
Source: Peterson, M.H. 1993a. Forest Supervisor, Nebraska National
Forest. Letter of April 27, 1993 to David Roemer. Chadron, NE.
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told, the prairie dog control project summaries for the NNF document 
55,756 ha (137,772 ac) of zinc phosphide poisoning during 1978 to 1992, 
at a cost of $616,328 (see table 29). These annual project summaries, 
although incomplete (Peterson 1993b) encompass 180 pages of pesticide 
use reports, control costs and project maps, and are likely the most 
reliable estimate of control work done on the grasslands.
The U.S. Forest Service pays contractors to poison prairie dogs on 
the NNF with funds derived from several sources, including appropriated 
funding, grazing value adjustments from the Conservation Practice 
Program, and contributed funds from livestock permittees (U.S. Forest 
Service 1989). The cost of prairie dog control varies according to 
arrangements made with various contractors (Schenbeck pers. comm.). For 
example, some poisoning projects might use contractor zinc phosphide, 
while others might use zinc phosphide purchased by the forest^'
(Schenbeck pers. comm.). Control costs during 1989 to 1992 ranged from 
$3.15/ac to $8.68/ac (Peterson 1993a).
Thunder Basin National Grassland, VJY
The Thunder Basin National Grassland of the Medicine Bow National 
Forest encompasses 231,475 federal hectares (571,971 ac) in northeastern 
Wyoming. Approximately two-thirds of the federal acreage on the 
grassland (153,780 ha; 380,000 ac) is suitable prairie dog habitat (U.S. 
Forest Service 1981). The Medicine Bow National Forest issued an EA in 
1981, establishing a prairie dog management plan for the grassland. The 
management plan was revised in 1991 to make some minor formatting 
changes (U.S. Forest Service 1991). The management plan calls for the 
retention of 2,185 ha (5,400 ac) of prairie dogs on federal land, 
including a maximum of 905 ha (2,240 ac) in the Rosecrans Black-footed 
Ferret Potential Recovery Area, to "provide habitat for threatened or
o
Zinc phosphide used by the NNF is purchased from the SD Dept 
f Agriculture (Pierre, SD) or from Bell Labs (Madison, W I ) .
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endangered species (black-footed ferret and bald eagle) as well as 
relieve perceived impacts of prairie dogs on private lands''"^ (U.S. 
Forest Service 1981). In 1996 there were 6,176 ha (15,262 ac) of 
prairie dogs on federal land within the Thunder Basin National 
Grassland, of which 2,035 ha (5,032 ac) were designated for retention 
(U.S. Forest Service 1996).
The management plan allows for elimination of prairie dog towns 
that may impact private or state land, and for periodic chemical 
treatment to limit the expansion of retained prairie dog towns (U.S. 
Forest Service 1991). The guidelines for prairie dog control in the 
management plan prioritize control efforts as:
1. Towns designated for elimination.
a. Towns that are contiguous with private or state 
land. There must be concurrent control of the 
adjacent non-federal land before the federal land is 
treated.
b. Towns on federal land tracts of less than 64 0 
acres.
2. Towns designated for retention at some given 
acreage.
a. Towns outside the Black-footed Ferret Potential 
Habitat Area that currently exceed their designated 
size.
b. Towns inside the Black-footed Ferret Potential 
Habitat Area that could impact private land.
c. Other towns in the Black-footed Ferret Potential 
Habitat Area in excess of the 2,240 acre maximum (U.S. 
Forest Service 1991).
The actual amount of control on the grasslands is in dispute. 
According to the management plan, a total of 3,890 ha (9,609 ac) of 
prairie dogs were poisoned with zinc phosphide oats during September
The Thunder Basin Grazing Association took exception to this 
language in the EA, stating, "We disagree with the statement that the 
only tangible benefit from prairie dog control will be an improvement in 
political relationships with users of the federal lands. The 
restoration of the range resource will also be a tangible benefit." 
(Irwin 1981).
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1981 to June 1991 (U.S. Forest Service 1991). During the same time 
period, retreatment occurred on 4,580 ha (11,319 ac) (U.S. Forest 
Service 1991). The grassland maintains a database of prairie dog 
monitoring and management on the grassland, which indicates 10,800 ha 
(26,733 ac) of prairie dog control (treatment and retreatment) during 
1981 to 1996 (U.S. Forest Service 1996) (see fig. 4).
While these figures are in close accordance, they apparently 
ignore control work that was conducted under the Converse County Special 
Management Program during 1991 to 1993. This program encompassed 4,540 
ha (11,225 ac) of public lands according to the county (Reichenbach 
1993) and 4,815 ha (11,900 ac) according to the grassland (Heiser 1993) 
(see table 33). Using conservative estimates, there has been 
approximately 12,950 ha (32,000 ac) of prairie dog control on the
7000
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Fig. 4. Prairie dog control (ac) on federal lands in the Thunder Basin 
National Grassland, 1981-1996.
Control includes acres of original treatment and retreatment on federal 
lands (U.S. Forest Service 1996). This chart does not include acreage 
treated through the Converse County Special Management Program on 
federal lands during 1991 to 1993.
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grassland since 1981.
However, the prairie dog database and historical record also 
indicate an unknown level of unauthorized control on the grassland. 
Comments such as "illegally poisoned by..." (name omitted by author), 
"evidence of poisoning," and "poisoned by permittee" appear infrequently 
in the record (U.S. Forest Service 1996). The 1981 EA states that 
illegal control could result from retaining increased acreage of prairie 
dogs (U.S. Forest Service 1981). Here, illegal control evidently exerts 
an influence on prairie dog management and forest planning.
The Medicine Bow NF allocates funding for prairie dog control 
through Conservation Practice funds. Conservation Practice funds are 
derived from livestock grazing fees by authority of U.S. statute 525 as 
amended (7 U.S.C. §1010 et seq.). Cooperators are usually private 
landowners whose property borders federal land with prairie dogs, or 
livestock permittees (Heiser 1993). The 1981 EA estimated control costs 
to be $2.83/ha (U.S. Forest Service 1981). Treatment costs for prairie 
dog control on the Thunder Basin NG were estimated at $72,100 during 
1989 to 1992, or $1.65/ha (see table 33). Administrative costs for
Table 33.--Acres treated and estimated prairie dog treatment costs on 
the Thunder Basin National Grassland, 1989-1992.
Year Treatment
Cost
Acres
Treated
CP Funds Cooperator
Funds
State
Funds'
1989 $ 8,400 2, 200 95% 5% -------
1990 $13,600 3, 600 90% 10% ---- —
1991 $28,700 7,400 90% 10% -------
1992 $21,400 4,500 10% 10% 80%
TOTAL $72,100 17,700 $ 48,190 $ 6,790 $ 17,120
Source: Heiser, D.A. 1993. District Ranger, Douglas Ranger District,
USFS. Letter of March 31, 1993 to David Holley. Douglas, WY.
a State funds for prairie dog control in 1992 were from the Converse 
County Weed and Pest Control District (Reichenbach pers. comm.).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
116
prairie dog management for the same period were calculated to be $29,050 
(Heiser 1993) . Additional preparation costs for the 1981 EA and 
management plan were estimated to be $30,400 (Heiser 1993).
The management plan guidelines currently require black-footed 
ferret surveys on all areas prior to chemical control, although these 
surveys may be suspended pending consultation with the USFWS (U.S.
Forest Service 1991).
The management plan states that the goal for prairie dog 
management in the Rosecrans Black-footed Ferret Potential Habitat Area 
is "to meet the Forest Service's obligations under the Black-footed 
Ferret Recovery Plan and to provide habitat for wildlife (including 
threatened or endangered species) which is not adversely altered by 
prairie dog control" (U.S. Forest Service 1991). In 1990 there were 
1,960 ha (4,841 ac) of prairie dogs in the potential habitat area, of 
which 988 ha (2,440 ac) were designated as retained federal acreage 
(U.S. Forest Service 1991).
Pike and. San Isabel National Forest, CO and KS
The Pike and San Isabel National Forest administers two grasslands 
in the southern Great Plains. The Comanche National Grassland covers 
169,540 ha (418,913 ac) in the southeastern Colorado counties of Baca,
Las Animas, and Otero. The Cimarron National Grassland covers 43,780 ha 
(108,177 ac) in Morton and Stevens Counties in southwestern Kansas.
Both grasslands are interspersed with private lands, encompassing over 
404,000 ha (1,000,000 a c ) . Forest records indicate 2,323 ha (5,740 ac) 
of prairie dogs in 83 active colonies on the Comanche NG in 1994, or 
approximately 1.32% of public land in the grassland. The Cimarron NG 
contained 21 active colonies covering 438 ha (1,081 ac) in 1989 (U.S. 
Forest Service 1989), approximately 0.99% of the available public land. 
There are no historical records regarding management of prairie dogs on 
the grasslands, although shooting, poisoning, and plague outbreaks are
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assumed by management to have occurred (U.S. Forest Service 1989).
Prairie dogs are a management indicator species (MIS) on both 
grasslands.
Present management on the Comanche NG is guided by a 1990 decision 
memo on prairie dog control, issued as a routine management activity 
excluded from environmental assessment under the NEPA (U.S. Forest 
Service 1990), Management on the Cimarron NG is based on a 1989 prairie 
dog management plan, also issued without NEPA documentation following 
consultation with the USFWS and the Kansas Department of Wildlife and 
Parks (U.S. Forest Service 1989). Both plans establish an identical 
policy. Plan objectives include:
A. Insure coordination of the wildlife resource with 
other resource uses, such as range, mineral, 
recreation, soils and water, and cultural.
B. Provide for and maintain diversity of plant and 
animal communities to meet overall multiple-use 
objectives of federal land, and maintain wildlife and 
their associated habitat on a sustained yield basis.
C. To provide direction for maintaining viable (self- 
perpetuating) populations of prairie dogs for 
endangered species habitat (black-footed ferrets), 
hunting, habitat for other native wildlife species, as 
well as the prairie dogs themselves, as a component of 
the Grassland ecosystem.
D. To maintain and improve habitat for management 
indicator species, which includes the black-tailed 
prairie dog on the Comanche National Grassland.
E. To evaluate possible movement of prairie dogs onto 
private lands from federal lands and vice versa.
F. To recognize possible favorable and/or unfavorable 
impacts of prairie dog towns on other range uses (U.S.
Forest Service 1990).
Recommendations contained in the plans are to maintain between 30 
and 65 towns on 810-1,20 ha (2,000-4,000 ac) on the Comanche NG (U.S. 
Forest Service 1990), and between 12 and 25 towns on 202-486 ha (500- 
1,200 ac) on the Cimarron NG (U.S. Forest Service 1989). The minimum 
amount is established "to assure viable populations" while the maximum 
is "to assure compatibility with other resource management" (U.S. Forest
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Service 1989, 1990). The plan calls for annual field observations of 
prairie dog towns to determine if management objectives are being met. 
Managers will then determine if numbers should be increased or reduced. 
Prairie dog mapping on the Cimarron NG using GPS is underway (Jerry 
Cline, p e r s . comm.).
Sport hunting is the recommended tool for reduction, encouraged 
through the distribution of maps to shooters. The plan recognizes that 
the present level of sport hunting is unknown and likely increasing, but 
does not address the effects of sport hunting. The Colorado Division of 
Wildlife is identified as a cooperating agency in the management of 
sport hunting (U.S. Forest Service 1990). The Cimarron NG produces maps 
of prairie dog towns and directs shooters towards large towns that are 
often the focus of complaints (Jerry Cline, pers. comm.).
Other prairie dog control methods that are to be considered 
include the construction of visual barriers and raptor perches, deferred 
grazing, and rodenticides (zinc phosphide oats and aluminum phosphide 
tablets). Raptor perches are in the process of being installed on the 
Cimarron NG, and visual barriers to prevent the spread of prairie dogs 
to neighboring agricultural lands may be installed soon (Jerry Cline, 
pers. comm.). Any rodenticide control work is to be preceded by a 
public notice and comment period, consultation with state and federal 
wildlife agencies, and black-footed ferret searches in accordance with 
the USFWS guidelines (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1989).
Based on reports completed by certified rodenticide applicators, 
there were 2,368 ha (5,850.3 ac) of prairie dog control on the Comanche 
NG during 1984-1990. Incomplete pesticide use reports obtained from the 
grassland indicate at least 769 ha (1,900 ac) of additional control 
during 1980-1983. Control was achieved primarily through the use of 
zinc phosphide oats (1,829 kg; 4,032 lb.) although aluminum phosphide 
tablets (32 kg; 70 lb.) were also used. On the Cimarron NG, zinc 
phosphide poisoning occurred in 1984 (87 ha; 215 ac) and 1985 (40 ha;
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100 ac), before the current prairie dog management plan became effective 
(U.S. Forest Service 1984, 1985). Prairie dog control on the Comanche 
and Cimarron National Grasslands is summarized in table 34.
Control work is accomplished through conservation practices work 
plans under authority of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (7 U.S.C. 
§1010 et seq.), and appropriated funding (Jerry Cline pers. comm.). The 
U.S. Forest Service supplies materials, and grazing associations provide 
labor under the supervision of a U.S. Forest Service certified 
applicator. Incomplete work agreements, which may or may not have been 
carried out, commit $5,146.96 of public funds towards 3,303 ha (8,163 
ac) of control during 1980-1989.
Table 34.--Prairie dog control on the Comanche and Cimarron National 
Grasslands, 1980-1990.
Comanche NG Cimarron NG
Year Acres ZP (lb. ) Acres ZP (lb.)
1980 1, 000 1, 000 u n k . u n k .
1981 900 600 u n k . u n k .
1982 trace 16 unk. u n k .
1983 trace 34 u n k . u n k .
1984 1,915 635 215 u n k .
1985 1,715 572 100 u n k .
1986 525 175 u n k . unk.
1987 29.3 0 u n k . u n k .
1988 307 160 u n k . u n k .
1989 997 520 u n k . u n k .
1990 362 320 unk. unk.
TOTAL 7,750.3 4,032 315 u n k .
Source; U.S. Forest Service (1984, 1985) and Pesticide Use Reports, 
1980-1990.
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Custer National Forest, MT, ND and SD
The Custer National Forest administers the Little Missouri 
National Grassland in North Dakota, and the Grand River National 
Grassland in South Dakota. Black—tailed prairie dogs occur on both 
grasslands and on the Ashland Ranger District of the Custer NF in 
Montana (Knowles and Knowles 1994). White-tailed prairie dogs occupy 
approximately 20 ha on the Beartooth Ranger District of the Custer NF, 
in Montana (Knowles and Knowles 1994). The 1986 Forest Plan sets 
maximum allowable acreage for prairie dogs on the grasslands at 1,051 ha 
(2,600 ac) (see table 35), less than 0.3% of the 485,000 ha available 
(Knowles and Knowles 1994). The Custer NF, which does not keep strict 
accounts of its poisoning activities, poisoned at least 1,861 ha (4,600 
ac) from 1982 to 1993 according to forest records (see fig. 5) .
No control is documented for the white-tailed prairie dogs on the 
Beartooth RD, and forest records document only 31 ha (75 ac) of control
Table 35.— Prairie dog distribution (ac) and minimum acceptable acreage 
of prairie dogs on the Custer National Forest.
Ranger District Actual Acceptable
Custer National Forest
Beartooth RD 50 50
Ashland RD
Grand River National Grassland
515 300
Grand River RD
Little Missouri National Grassland
2, 970 1,000
Medora RD 2, 137 1, 000
McKenzie RD 1, 025 600
TOTAL 6, 697 2,950
Sources: U.S. Forest Service (1986a), Knowles and Knowles (1994),
Hecker pers. comm.
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in 1991 on the Ashland RD. No other control has occurred recently on 
the district {Hecker pers. comm.). The Ashland RD developed a prairie 
dog management plan for the district in 1987 which was never approved 
(Ott 1993). In 1992 the district completed public scoping for a prairie 
dog management plan, which was subsequently abandoned due to a lack of 
funds (Ott 1993). There is not much pressure for the district to 
conduct control, and the management plan remains a low priority (Hecker 
p e r s . c o m m .).
Management direction on the Little Missouri NG and Grand River NG 
is set forth in the Custer National Forest Land and Resource Management 
Plan, which establishes acceptable acreage of prairie dogs at 404 ha 
(1,000 ac) on the Grand River RD, 404 ha (1,000 ac) on the Medora RD, 
and 243 ha (600 ac) on the McKenzie RD (U.S. Forest Service 1986a). The 
plan states;
1200- -
1000
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Medora RD  
Grand River RD 
McKenzie RD 
Ashland RD
Fig. 5. Prairie dog control (ac) by Ranger District on the Custer 
National Forest, 1981 - 1993.
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The goal of prairie dog management is to manage viable 
prairie dog populations to provide habitat for the 
species while maintaining a balance that does not 
significantly affect the grazing of livestock (U.S.
Forest Service 1986a).
Criteria for prairie dog control is further defined in the 1986 
Prairie Dog Management Guidelines for the Little Missouri National 
Grasslands (U.S. Forest Service 1986b) and the 1986 Environmental 
Assessment Report for Prairie Dog Control on the Grand River National 
Grassland (U.S. Forest Service 1986c). The guidelines require that each 
control project involve public scoping and the completion of an EA (U.S. 
Forest Service 1986b, 1986c). Black-footed ferret searches in 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service are also required, 
and further consultation with the National Park Service is recommended 
for control in the vicinity of Theodore Roosevelt National Park (U.S. 
Forest Service 1986b, 1986c). In some cases, prairie dog control is 
specified in Allotment Management Plans for particular grazing 
allotments (U.S. Forest Service 1986b, 1986c).
Pawnee National Grassland, CO
The Pawnee National Grassland of the Arapaho and Roosevelt 
National Forests, contains 78,130 ha (193,060 ac) of public land heavily 
interspersed with private land in northeastern Colorado. The grassland 
has conducted annual monitoring of prairie dogs since 1981, with total 
area fluctuating between 72 ha (1983) and 244 ha (1992) (U.S. Forest
Service 1994). Plague is currently active in some towns (U.S. Forest 
Service 1994). No control has occurred on the grasslands since the 
1960s (Bell pers. comm.).
Management objectives for prairie dogs on the grassland, set forth 
in a 1987 amendment to the Forest Plan (excluded from NEPA 
documentation) are to maintain between 12 and 30 towns on 81 to 404 ha 
(200 to 1,000 ac) (U.S. Forest Service 1987). Management is to consider 
the suitability of an area to support prairie dogs, and potential
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conflicts with livestock and private land in setting managing prairie 
dog populations and distributions (U.S. Forest Service 1987). if 
prairie dogs need to be encouraged on the grassland, management will 
"avoid publicity that might attract people and hunting pressure into an 
area" or consider transplanting prairie dogs (U.S. Forest Service 1987). 
Prairie dog control policy states that the forest will:
(1) Provide public information to direct hunters to 
oversized prairie dog towns.
(2) Use deferred or rest rotation grazing systems 
instead of season-long grazing.
(3) Install structures to increase the success of 
predators preying on prairie dogs, such as raptor 
perches for avian predators and hay bales for 
mammalian predators.
(4) Allow for live trapping to remove excess prairie 
dogs .
(5) Use rodenticide control only when other methods 
are not effective. Methods and materials used will 
assure that the impact to non-target animals will be 
minimized (e.g., selective use of zinc phosphide)
(U.S. Forest Service 1987) .
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APPENDIX E. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE CASE STUDIES
Badlands National Park, SD
Badlands National Park contains 44,720 ha (110,500 ac) of mixed- 
grass prairie and badlands terrain surrounded by the Buffalo Gap 
National Grassland (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al. 1993a). The 
park contains 25,960 ha (64,144 ac) of wilderness, and had 1,644 ha 
(4,063 ac) of prairie dogs in 1991 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et 
al. 1993a). The NFS is currently involved in a cooperative effort with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and U.S. Forest Service to 
reintroduce the black-footed ferret to Badlands National Park and Conata 
Basin of Buffalo Gap National Grassland (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
et al. 1993a). Black-footed ferrets have been released in the park as a 
non-essential, experimental population.
Prairie dog control in Badlands National Park is largely the 
result of pressure by the livestock industry. In 1981 the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, South Dakota Farm Bureau Federation, and several 
individual ranchers filed suit against the federal government for 
failure to control prairie dogs on federal lands, including Badlands 
National Park (U.S. District Court, District of South Dakota 1984a). An 
out-of-court settlement in 1984 requires the park to meet annually with 
other federal land agencies and the public to coordinate prairie dog 
control (U.S. District Court, District of South Dakota 1984b). The park 
also agreed that "the reduction of actual and potential conflicts 
between adjacent landowners or land managers involving prairie dog 
problems" is a legitimate objective of prairie dog management (U.S. 
District Court, District of South Dakota 1984b).
In accordance with the provisions of the 1984 settlement, the 
Badlands National Park Statement for Management calls for annual 
poisoning of prairie dogs, pending development of a prairie dog
124
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management plan (U.S. NFS 1990). Acreage subject to control has 
generally decreased since the time of the legal dispute (see table 36).
Prairie dog towns near the park boundary are controlled with zinc 
phosphide on a case-by-case basis, while towns more central to the park 
are left alone (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service et al. 1993b). A 
proposal by the park in 1992 to initiate development of a prairie dog 
management plan was not funded (U.S. NFS 1992a).
Table 36.--Prairie dog control at Badlands National Park, 1982-1992.
Year Acres Zinc Phosphide (lb.)
1982 500 300
1983 1000 400
1984 1400 560
1985 817* 326
1986 665» 265
1987 137 55
1988 0 0
1989 482 180
1990 90 65
1991 320 275
1992 14 .1 20
TOTAL 5425.1 2446
Source: NFS Pesticide Use Logs, 1982-1992
® Includes 150 acres of spot treatment.
 ̂Includes 113 acres of spot treatment.
Wind Cave National Park, SD
Wind Cave National Park was established in 1903. The park 
originally comprised 10,840 acres, but added adjacent ranch and
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farmlands to encompass 28,000 acres by 1946 (Klukas 1988). Although set 
aside for the management of cave resources, the park has a long history 
of regulation of bison, elk and prairie dogs (Wagner et al, 1995),
Prairie dogs were controlled periodically since the late 1920s according 
to records in park files (Klukas 1988). In the absence of control from 
1955 to 1982, prairie dogs increased from 330 to 1800 acres (U.S. NPS 
1984), Prairie dog control resumed in 1982 (Klukas 1988). Since 1985 
approximately 770 ha (1,900 ac) have been treated with zinc phosphide 
(see table 37), The NPS was unable to provide records for control from 
1982 to 1984,
In addition to zinc phosphide, other control techniques have been 
tried at Wind Cave NP, including visual barriers (Garrett and Franklin
1982), diethylstilbestrol (DES) chemosterilant (Garrett and Franklin
1983), smoke bombs, and shooting (Klukas 1988). Additionally, 
prescribed fire may be used to either limit or stimulate the growth of 
prairie dog colonies (Klukas 1988) .
Table 37.--Prairie dog control at Wind Cave National Park, 1985-1992,
Year‘s Acres Zinc Phosphide (lb.)
1985 233 112
1986 890 505
1987 82 41
1988 100 50
1989 0 0
1990 0 0
1991 605 303.5
1992 2 3
TOTAL 1, 912 1,014.5
Source :
® Records
NPS Pesticide Use Logs, 1985-1992. 
were not available for control that occurred during 1982-1984.
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An EA for prairie dog management was prepared in 1981 to: 1) 
reduce the total acreage of prairie dog towns to 700 acres and maintain 
it at that level; 2) integrate ungulate and vegetation management 
programs with prairie dog management; and 3) conduct prairie dog control 
in a manner that will have the least impact on other wildlife (U.S. NPS 
1984). Since the implementation of the program, park biologists have 
recommended that the park maintain prairie dogs at 700 to 1,200 acres in 
as many as 10 colonies (Klukas 1988) .
Prairie dogs are poisoned at Wind Cave National Park in an effort 
to reduce prairie dog acreage to an estimated natural level of 700 acres 
(U.S. NPS 1984). Historical accounts and aerial photos (dated 1938) 
play a large role in the assumption of what a natural level of prairie 
dogs should look like, despite there having been a considerable history 
of ranching, farming, and prairie dog poisoning by that time (U.S. NPS
1984) .
At the crux of the prairie dog control program at Wind Cave 
National Park is the belief that prairie dogs will exceed the carrying 
capacity of the range without active management. Intensive ranching and 
predator control beginning with the homestead period are cited as 
factors leading to the establishment of prairie dogs in park areas where 
they formerly didn't (and wouldn't) occupy (U.S. NPS 1984). The 1981 EA 
states that "... prairie dogs, and other species for which there are not 
adequate natural controls, be maintained at population levels within the 
ecological carrying capacity of the area" (U.S. NPS 1981).
The problem of defining naturalness and carrying capacity is 
difficult for resource managers, and receives frequent discussion in the 
NPS. The EA for prairie dog management states that "one of the primary 
goals in Wind Cave, as in all national parks, is to preserve and/or 
restore the environment to that which existed at the time of European 
Man's entry into the area" (U.S. NPS 1981). National Park Service 
policy defines natural conditions as "those that would have existed
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today in the absence of the effects of European m a n " (U.S. NPS 1991). 
Critics have pointed out that these definitions are idealistic and 
likely unattainable (Wagner et al. 1995). In the case of prairie dogs at 
Wind Cave, historical accounts and early aerial photos of prairie dog 
abundance are contemporaneous with livestock use and poisoning in the 
area (U.S. NPS 1984). The park's decision to manage at this level has 
drawn criticism from wildlife advocates (see Fisher 1982) and raised the 
possibility that external pressures and erroneous ecological assumptions 
(i.e., threats of erosion) are a greater influence on management.
Curecanti National Recreation Area, CO
White-tailed prairie dogs at Curecanti National Recreation Area in 
Colorado are poisoned with suffocant gas cartridges on an annual basis 
in order to protect against human exposure to plague (see table 38). An 
outbreak of plague forced the closure of a park visitor center in 1971, 
and was detected in prairie dogs again in 1981 (U.S. NPS 1986). The 
goals of prairie dog management at Curecanti are to reduce 
overpopulation stress that can weaken prairie dog resistance to plague, 
and to control the flea vectors of the plague (U.S. NPS 1985a). Annual 
control measures consist of treating all active burrows with gas 
cartridges in late spring, dusting with carbaryl insecticide in 
midsummer, and using zinc phosphide oats in late summer (U.S. NPS 
1985a).^ Case Incident Reports from the park files also indicate 
occasional control by shooting.
Dusting prairie dog towns with carbaryl to reduce flea 
populations has also occurred at Colorado National Monument, CO; and 
Bents Old Fort National Historical Site, CO, although prairie dog 
control has not occurred at these areas.
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Table 38, 
National
,--Prairie dog management and 
Recreation Area, 1982-1992.
pesticide use at Curecanti
Year Gas Cartridges 
(each)
Zinc Phosphide 
(lb. )
Carbaryl (lb.)
1982 1, 462 17 un k .
1983 778 21 212
1984 1, 079 9 340
1985 3, 569 14 468
1986 75 22 188
1987 1, 431 u n k . 88
1988 1,676 u n k . 52
1989 867 u n k . unk.
1990 1, 133 u n k . unk.
1991 u n k . u n k . un k .
1992 1, 500 u n k . u n k .
TOTAL 13,570 83 1,348
Sources: Valentine (1987), NPS Pesticide Use Logs, 1982-1992
Fort L a m e d  National Historic Site, KS
Fort Larned National Historic Site includes a 4 4 acre detached 
area that contains historic wagon ruts from the Santa Fe Trail (U.S. NPS 
1979). Livestock grazing (discontinued in 1985) and prairie dog 
activity have altered the native prairie vegetation, and threaten to 
damage the wagon ruts through wind and water erosion (U.S. NPS 1979). 
Fort Larned released a prairie dog management plan in 1978 that called 
for controlling colonies with zinc phosphide to limit their distribution 
to 2 acres within the ruts area (U.S. NPS 1979). The director of the 
NPS issued a moratorium on control in 1979 pending the advice of the NPS 
Advisory Board (U.S. NPS 1982). In 1980 the board recommended:
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that immediate reduction of the number of prairie dogs 
be accomplished in the following manner: annual 
baiting and trapping, followed by shooting with 
rifles, followed by shooting with scope mounted rifles 
with silencers. It is very important that this be 
accomplished as quickly as possible so that the threat 
to this historic site be immediately removed (U.S. NPS 
1982) .
Following unsuccessful attempts to reduce prairie dogs through 
trapping and shooting. Fort Larned began control with zinc phosphide in 
1982 (U.S. NPS 1982). Chemical control actions from 1982 to 1992 are 
summarized below (see table 39). Fort Larned received approval for the 
use of gas cartridges in 1985, but apparently never used them (U.S. NPS 
1985b) .
Table 39.--Prairie dog control at Fort Larned National Historical Site, 
1982-1987.
Year Acres Zinc Phosphide (lb.)
1982 42 26
1983 0 0
1984 42 28
1985 40 20
1986 80 35
1987 40 3
TOTAL 244 112
Source: NPS Pesticide Use Logs, 1982-1987
Scotts Bluff National Monument, NE
Scotts Bluff National Monument was established in 1919 to 
commemorate pioneer immigration along the Oregon Trail (Cox and Franklin 
1989). The park's primary purpose is "to maintain the historic scene as
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seen by the overland emigrants of the 1840s-1870s" (U.S. NPS 1985c) .
The historic scene includes native plants and animals. Native black­
tailed prairie dogs, extirpated from the monument in 1944, recolonized a 
portion of the monument in 1981 (Cox and Franklin 1989). This colony 
was experimentally treated with DES chemosterilant in 1984, and was not 
viewed as a threat to the Oregon Trail ruts (Franklin 1984). However, 
draught and a prescribed burn project in 1985 created conditions optimal 
for prairie dog expansion, allowing the colony to expand from 1.31 ha to 
12 ha (U.S. NPS no da t e ) . Concerns that prairie dogs would overtake the 
trail ruts, disperse to private land, and assist the spread of exotic 
vegetation, prompted development of an EA for Prairie Dog Management 
(U.S. NPS 1987).
The EA calls for maintaining prairie dogs on 2.4 ha (6 ac) through 
the use of zinc phosphide and trapping (U.S. NPS 1987). Prairie dogs 
were removed from the population by trapping and shooting during 1985 to 
1988 (Cox and Franklin 1989). A report sponsored by the NPS recommended 
a program of monitoring and control to maintain 5.5 ha of prairie dogs 
on the monument (Cox and Franklin 1989). Cox and Franklin (1989) argue 
for an achievable coexistence of prairie dogs with the historic trail 
depressions and native prairie.
Theodore Roosevelt National Park, ND
Prairie dog control was widely practiced at Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park until 1954, with 47 ha (115 ac) last poisoned in 1953 
(U.S. NPS 1984). The park contains approximately 243 ha (600 ac) of 
black-tailed prairie dogs, and has monitoring data dating back to the 
late 1940s (Hart 1992). The park has been evaluated for potential 
black-footed ferret réintroduction (Kreil 1991) and is initiating 
mapping with global positioning units to increase the accuracy of their 
monitoring (Hart 1992). Periodic plague outbreaks have been detected, 
and flea monitoring was initiated in 1992.
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Present day control is limited to high visitor-use areas of the 
park. Prairie dogs that encroach on campgrounds and picnic areas are 
shot with a .22 caliber rifle, with a high of 200 individuals taken in 
1989 (U.S. NPS 1992b). Drowning with water has also been tried, but was 
a failure (U.S. NPS 1992b). Natural flooding along the Little Missouri 
River has occasionally inundated prairie dog towns that occupy low 
terraces (Cole 1958).
Devil's Tower National Monument, WY
Prairie dogs have occupied Devils Tower National Monument since 
1906, with frequent control in the monument's developed areas (U.S. NPS 
1992c). The prairie dog population has declined from 2,000 individuals 
in 1985 to 63 individuals in 1992 (U.S. NPS 1992c). Case Incident 
Reports document park control by shooting in 1981; shooting and poison 
(unidentified) in 1983; shooting in 1985; and shooting and carbon 
monoxide"^" in 1988.
The use of vehicle exhaust as a fumigant for prairie dog 
control is discussed in Boddicker (1983). Boddicker notes that this 
technique is expensive and not federally registered for prairie dog 
control.
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APPENDIX F. FINNEY COUNTY RESOLUTION 10-03
A RESOLUTION AMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 21-82 DEALING WITH THE INFESTATION 
OF PBAIRIE DOGS IN FINNEY COUNTY, KANSAS; AND REPEALING ALL PRIOR 
RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE EXTERMINATION OF SUCH PRAIRIE DOGS.
WHEREAS, there exists a rapidly growing population of prairie dogs 
within the boundaries of Finney County, Kansas; and,
WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Finney County, Kansas, has 
heretofore enacted Resolution No. 21-82 for the voluntary extermination 
of prairie dogs; and,
WHEREAS, it was determined that additional legislation was necessary in 
order to effectively reduce the number of prairie dogs within Finney 
County, Kansas; and,
WHEREAS, the township trustees of the various townships within Finney 
County have unanimously agreed to delegate to the Board of County 
Commissioners all rights and duties authorized pursuant to K.S.A. 80- 
1201, et seq. to such townships.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF 
FINNEY COUNTY, KANSAS, AS FOLLOWS:
ARTICLE I
Section 1 : The County shall purchase an appropriate poison in suitable 
quantities necessary to exterminate prairie do g s .
Section 2 : The County, through its agent, shall make such poison 
available for purchase, at cost, to all persons whose property suffers
133
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from prairie dogs provided such person or persons possess a proper 
certified applicators license as issued by the Finney County Extension 
O f f i c e .
Section 3 : The funding of the purchase of poison by the County shall be 
drawn from the County General Fund. The revenue received upon the 
purchase by any individual shall be reimbursed to the County General 
Fund and no part of said reimbursement shall be subject to the payment 
of any claims.
Section 4 : It is the desire of the Board of County Commissioners that 
each landowner or tenant should apply or make provision for the 
application of, the poison for the extermination of such prairie dogs 
as he or she may have, upon his or her land. The administration of all 
such poison should be in a manner consistent with the safe application 
of such chemicals for their intended use, and the County, its officers 
and agents, shall not be held liable for the consequences of the use or 
application of any such poison, regardless of whether such use or 
application is as prescribed.
ARTICLE II
Section 1 : That in the event a landowner or tenant, whose land appears 
infested by prairie dogs, fails or refuses to take such voluntary action 
as to aid and promote the extermination of such prairie dogs as provided 
in Article I hereof, the Board of County Commissioners shall direct the 
Office of the County Attorney to give written notice to such landowner 
or tenant, that unless he or she endeavors to control such prairie dogs, 
the Board of County Commissioners or their agents, shall, within fifteen 
(15) days after the date specified in the notice, enter upon his or her 
land and use the necessary materials and proceed to eradicate such 
prairie dogs thereon.
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Section 2 : That upon eradication of such prairie dogs by the County,
the Board of County Commissioners shall immediately notify the landowner 
with an itemized statement of the costs thereof, stating that unless 
such amount is paid within thirty (30) days from the date of the 
statement, the amount shall become a lien upon their real estate. If 
such costs are not paid within said thirty (30) days, the same shall be 
assessed against the property of the landowner and the County Clerk 
shall extend the same on the tax roll against such property, and said 
costs shall be collected by the County Treasurer and paid to the County 
as other taxes are collected and paid. Provided further: that no part 
of any costs chargeable to the landowner shall be subject to any claim 
or set-off, nor shall the County, its officers or agents be held liable 
for the consequences of the use or application of any material, not 
inconsistent with the customary usage and adopted practice of any such 
chemical or equipment utilized.
Section 3 : If necessary, and to effectuate the purpose and provisions of 
Article II, the Board of County Commissioners may employ such person or 
persons and purchase such material and equipment as said Board deems 
necessary to exterminate prairie dogs in Finney County. Provided, 
however, that no tax assessment for this purpose shall be greater than 
seventy-five cents on each one hundred dollars valuation.
ARTICLE III
Section 1 :
in lieu of
Section 2:
APPROVED AND ADOPTED BY THE GOVERNING BODY THIS 1 DAY OF AUGUST, 1983.
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